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I
THE MEW STATESMAMN AND THE
COLONIAL QUESTION

SHOHRTLY after the close of World War 11, a2 lean
young student in his teens walked into the Victory
Bookshop, one of the only two bookshops in Baghdad
selling English literature. In his Julfabiaz and sandals, he
awkwardly asked for a copy of the New Staressman and
Natlon. The shopkeeper looked at him closely and then
asked, «For whom? Whao is your master?s The young boy
put his hand in his fallabia pocket and replied, «For me
sirs, and produced the price — a shilling — his full
wrek's allowance from his parents. He went out with the
magazine leaving the book dealer to his books, undoubt-
edlv to increase his order of the New Stafesinan by one
copy. It was the voung boy's first English magazine or
| indeed any magazine that he had ever bought.

He never thought when he produced his shilling that
the magazine was going to be a subject for his research,
ur the title of this tract of his maturc years. Week in,
week out, he plodded through its pages, laboriously
transfating passages from it for the leftist press. What
died not get published, which was often the case, was not
wasted. Every evening, he took with him the New Srates-
mar to the local cafe, produced his notes and transla-
tions and started to read to his pals the Iatest comments
of Kingslev Martin, G.D.H. Cole or I.B. Priestley on the
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future of the Briti m Me. B
the British navy, the i iali :
W i a3 k s "
i perialism of Mr. Bevin

= ::]j‘q“]flj I]l:] E:I restige xf.-ilh 1::.'1'-1::]1 the New Statesman
i a“&.l ::1;1 aa. voung intelligentsia of Irag, the Arah
ol Han-]ll % Id:l%w._rar:, mnst_nf the other developing coun-
mmt; :-rm-]j ? ay pa:ss-ucl i those crucial vears without
]mh[j;h-gd h: rlr:mt thais prfnel:rdiceﬂ being translated and
e : {-‘it.l.- of Baghdad's dailies. It was not surpris-
: rme fo see one day a letter  from one of the bank
clerks of that city writing to i1s editor thus: "

: H:Thr: arrival of the New Statesman is the sreat event

ol the wee i : ;hi i b

S : k It is a refreshing and stimulating draught

f},:‘t cial }| welcome here in the Middle Bast where the un-

T o BT ' - H T

i unztely large majority of the community of all races
ms _rnre:‘esiud in lttle bevond cinema, cabaret and

cocktail partics.s a P

:n;;IsTEE :Ii-.aﬁm .Ime _which r:ﬁ[]ied the Middle East intellec
A 1E nm_:azm-sf was its criticisim of Britain's colo-
E.:I.!_Hw.p_:;r;n:nfﬁ.fr;{m}sfa and 1'1? apposition to the Foreign
. e pls or keeping the Union Jack flving high over

eastern Mediterranean, s championship of social
r'e[zfa]:m and overthrow of archaic pomp and costly 1..=..-h:t|:
:ﬁil_}r-:]-l:r;;,?dudvrrc the very things most needed and debated
nie -.;]j i ¢ Fasl. It opposed  the Baghdad Pact and

ticuled the presence of the ohsolete Spitfire squadr

bristling in the sun of the desert and piercing 1::-:' {"_'5."1:::?

e “.l.hd.l:” tan 15 ]l.l:- [ 1 L : . & =
h " .18

fmmﬁTﬂl'ra]r.'iji:;]flET.]1thn:."'l_l,fr-_ili.:|:1 MNations decided to partition Pal.
s e New ..St.-:'f{ram.:tr: strangly  supparted the

ision. T1.1 the ensuing conflict between the Arabs and
!i'sr: Israelis and the three wars which went ta']:]
it, the policy of the paper has been based wm:

B

apholding  the right of Tstael for survival and
recognilion, and consequently  opposing  the Arab
position of = belligerence = and buveott. This  policy
bias heen enlarped into an emotional sympathy with the
tsracli side, and praise of all things Isracli. It naturally
led to the parting of the ways between the New Stafes
i and the Arab world. It was said there that 1the New
Starespman supported justice everywhere cxcept when it
came 1o Palestine, What made it the most popular
English periodical in Tsracl made it the least lovahle
thing an the other side of the ceasciipe lincs. A love-hate
artituce characterized the New Statesman's relationship
with the peoples of the Middle East. and it behoves us to
lonk hack at the early days of courtship,

The history of the New Stalesman and Nariown is Te-
lated in many sources, but Mr. Edward Hyams' work'
i= the most comprehensive and praiseworthy, anc the
present tract drew many points from his narrative. The
vear 1913 witnessed lhe appearance of the first issue of
he New Sraressan on the bookstalls of London. It was
she result of considerable deliberation, hesitation and
determination shared by the handful of reformers and
socialists who felt the peed [or a new, ralionally pro-
eressive magazine. They were nol all of the same opinion
ar approach, but most of them were associated  in one
fortn or another with the Fabian Society established some
three decades hefore, in 1882, and committed ta evolu-
tignary as opposed to revolutionary socialism. Some of
them, like G.DH, Cole, preached Guild Sacialism, the
nearest thing to our present-day workers' councils and
workers contral, Others, like George Bernard Shaw,
revelled in Marxist science and its prophecy of the death
(11 Hyams, B, The New Blalesman, {ha History af the First Fifty

¥oora, London, 1083,
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01: capitalism, Sidney and Beatrice Wehh leaned towards
the pragmatic and the day-to-day tactical conversion of
socicty. All abhorred war and violence; all dreamt of the

millenium of a world
: povernment or, at least, in -
tional hmmony. I S

The New Siafesnian was going to be a departure in
English journalism — independent, unalfiliated, widcly
-.':frr_'u]alm_'l, yet ahove the commercialism of Th:: preq';
Wational and internaticnal morality was o be H'-T
anly  puiding light In addition to the :I"['EEId.L'!’I;'I
_t-s:r:hnia:._ue of  science, Most  people  prophesied
ity hankruptey in a mafter of weeks on account
of its doclrinaire position.  Yet, o capilal ol £3,000
was cubserihed by its founders after a series of wr.-ei-:fnr.l
discussions held at the Webbs'. For an editor C]iffn:.u'd
Sharp, who used to write the Fabian magazine IT'ha- Croe-
sade. dedicated 1o the prevention of d:siitljttinn WS
seielmr:d and siven absolute authority over i edilmr'r!
pu._l:.;:ll..'. The magazine wenl on losing money well into ﬂf:c
thirties and the circulation did not veach a five F
number for many years. . R

The founders of the New Stafesian were thus gener-
al!_v_a hand of reformers who zrew up out of 1]1:3 hattle
apainst poverty, unemployiment, sgualor, lgnnran-;:é and
similar social diseases which gpawed at the hearts af the
British lower classes. Their concern was I.E'.I'."TL‘EU]:'E.' intets
natd, and foreign ar¢l colonial questions only commanded
their attention  when thev affected Ihin;:s in Britain
Therefore, the fate and troubles of ather calonial pﬁmﬁlﬂf.-
under the rale of another imperial power merited 15':11:
treatment from the cditor. -

1 On the uthr:r hand, many reformers genuinely believed
r Eftllhe {:n]u.me.s helped to alleviate the pligﬁt of the
British working class by affording outlets for emigration

{e]

4nd by maintainiog puaraniesd markets for British mad-
ulacture, and conseguently  full emplovment. At all
cvents, the New Siefesinin vemained withoul a cober-
ently distinct calonial policy when the Turks and Ger-
mans surrendered their arms.

A large number of the wrilers and direciars af the
New Sratesman had one form of connection of anather
with the London gehaol of Economics, which owed its
very existenec 10 the effort of (he Wehbe, GnH. Cole,
Mostyn Llovd, farold Laski and Kingsley Mariin all
saupht there and carried with them to the magazine those
ideas which economists postulale ns the onty answer 1o
any and all problems of the world, They were not just
cconomists, they were socialist coonomists, and the hub
of the sciontific critique of the socialists is the wasle
cmanating from the capitalist way of life, BEver since Marx
jurned to economics, the socialists derided the capitalists
Far their inability o applv @ rational and lozical tech-
pigue of PRanAEeTTEN L Tndeed, George Bernard Shaw
treated it as 8 MALED of pride for a = ialist to beat his
pppuncnts, not pnly in statecrafr, but also in dav-to-day
managerial and personal affairs. The Founders of the New!
Sralesmian, therelnre, set out 10 reach the politicians amicl
satesmen how to yan the public departments mare cifi-
ciently, as well as how 1o preach social reform. It was
hoped that by showing the capitalist the ammount of waste
and lnss incurred and the risks {aken, a MOTC sansinle
way might attract hix interests wherehy  reform and
freedom might be less violently introduced. This was the
darzling slopan ol the young journal, the establishment
! the «Scientific Governments.

Hence, the New Stafcsaial could hardly be improved
upon As A name for the new periodical, which has
sndoubtedly bred at least one pencration of new states:



men. Among other things, the paper owed this name to
the suggestion of Arthur Balfour, «hlpody Balfours, as
the Irish nationalists used to call him, The policies ven:
tilated on the pages of the magazing found their way to
the dossiers and state plans of many countries in addition
to Britain. One cannot but repeat oneself time and time
apain whilst reviewing the policies of the various adminis-
trations, «But this is exactly what the New Stafesman
told them years beforels Why didn’t they listen to it 2!

In pursuit of that objective and in the discussion of
any problem, the New Stafesntdi snoner or later came to
ite. crucial question: how much is it poing 1o cosi? A
question which is inherently capitalistic. This was the
test applied 1o the nationalisation of coal, the inaugura-
tion of the National Health Scheme and the continuation
of war against Germany. IE there was no particular New
Sratesman colonial policy, the test of cost was readily
applied to the running of the empire, maintaining the
British positions in the Middle East and administrating
the Palestine Mandate, The more apractical» the editor
o1 contributor was, the stronger he hit with his teeth on
this piece of fiscal consideration.

Of course, not all of them were dogzed praciicals,
nor are practical people wont to agree on what is actually
practical. Insofar as the empire and DBritish possessions
were concerned, there were various shades and colours
within the «Mew Statesmanships. In general the socialists,
as pointed out by Edward Hyams,® were often nearer
i the conservatives with their sense of mutual duties,
elite responsibility and state interest, than to the liherals
with their laisser-faire policies. Clifford Sharp. according
to the same author, believed that reform was expected
more from a man lke Arthur Balfour, for example, than

(2} Thid.

{rom Ramsay McDonald. It is thus net surprising to
oheepve that, whilst the liherals were calling for the dis-
posal of the colunies as [ar back as the mid-nineteenth
century, the Fabians, with Sidney and Beatrice Wehb
s the foré werc in the camp of the imperialists on
this count. Twe factors, inter alia, helped to cement this
position. The first was selfish and practical, based on the
need of England for the colonies and the need to protect
British interests and privileged positions therein. The
cecond was idealist and internasionalist, heralding the
dav when mankind becomes all one family, Nationalism
was anathema to such a viewpoint. Shaw's delinition of
the capitalist frecdom as the freedom to die of starvation
on the streets was just as applicable, in the eyes ol the
Fabians, to sell-determination in regard to the
undeveloped world.

Instead of giving independence to-a hackward people
yo that they may run riot to their liking and dump their
wealth in the rivers, they should be kept under the
puidance of the more advanced nation of Enzland, where
the strugple for the creation of the new milicu of social-
iem is being fought and where the worthwhile experi-
menis in more progressive and just lorms of zovernment
are going on. Once the goal is reachied in London, the
whole mass of the British Commonwealth of Nations will
follow and create a greal state of numerous races and
peoples at the threshold of the awailed world govern-
ment. The British Empire, wrole the New Staresman soon
after the end of the war, had given way 10 the British
Commonwealth, wherein Irelond, India and other Asian
nations should enjoy partnership.

Such were some of the views aired in the  New
Siatesman on the question of Egyptian independence. The
magarine said nothing about the unlawful occupation of
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Egypt, which was supposed to be technically an indepen-
dent country. What comments the editor wrote during
the First World War indicated an acceptance of the
British occupation of Egypt. Trouble, however, started
spon alter the war when the Egyptians took to the streets
and demanded fstiglal (independence). Now the suppres-
sian of the whole people called for more troops and more
money. Thal was the moment of the New Stafesman.
The oceupation against the will of the people became oo
coctly to justify, the editor pointed out, and the best way
te cut the losses was to grant independence without for-
leiting the privileged position of Britain, This was the
new deal which the new breed of statesmen should
fashion for any rebellious colony. With its sense of a
superior knowledpe verging on arropance, the magazine
ridiculed the old guards of the empire, sthe great intel-
lectuals of the War Offices, «the amateur siralegists in
{1nck ¢oatss, =the pinchbeck MNapoleon, Mr. Churchills,
ard zll those who believed in the  preservation  of the
empire by Force, in the sdelusion that the greatness ol
this country and of the British Commonwealth of Na-
tions consists in a display of military power and can only
e maintained by the use of force, 11 is the old militarist
vonceplion which, however it may have served in the past
senerations, will prove futile and even calamitous in
this, s

The article, published on 10 December 1921, drew a
letter from Mr. Edwyn Bevan, He agreed that no nation
should impose its will on another, but, «1 think that fur-
ther thought would show that behind the problem of
Egypt is the much larger problem Forced upon us by the
conditions of the new ape — the problem of how the
freedom of politically backward communities is to be
reconciled with the common interests of a world which
has grown one as never belores, In order to ensure a

14

just and unselfish supervision over this backward people,
a pendarmerie force should be recruited from: Sweden,
Switzerland or any other neutral country, to keep the
Eeyptians disciplined, Such were the internationalist
sentiments fell by one section of the new statesmen, 10
be contrasted in’ the same issue with the editorial com-
ment of sell-interest, The editor saw no reason 1o bring
in the Swedes or the Swiss [or the Egyptians were ready
to accepl @ British parrison within the framewnork of
agreement. «ff Egypt fell into such disorder that what
was happening in Cairo or Tanta ar the Fayurm threatencd
our legitimate interests, or these ol other European
states, we might no doubt properly inlervenc, and we
chould be able to intervene [rom a base on the Canal
guile cffectively.»

The editorial attitude cannol accordingly be accept-
ed as primarily hased on faith in the socialist future and
{zaternity with the colonial peoples, for the streak of scli-
nterest is evidently dominating: As the Eeyptinns stepped
wp their resistance, the magazine veturned and lashed
out at the colonial policy of Winston Churchill in an
article carried on 4 February 1922

«The imperialism of twenly years ago is a fallen
iclol... How many Englishmen repret the «losss of Tre-
land? And how many  Englishmen will thrill at the
thought of an Egypt dragooned into the British Empire?
We do not believe that one man  ina hundred in this
country cares a brass button today about the mumber of
ved splotches on the map of the world, and we are quite
certain that not one in tén thousand is willing to pay for
adventires Lo increase them,s The writer went on o put
thiz cynical maxim unworthy of his mapazing, «The task
of statesmen is to find a new hasis for their imperial pol-
icys, And the new basis for British policy in Egypt, the
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writer asserted, was to make Egypt «a client state afford-
ing a privileged position for Britains,

The internationalist side of the «New Stalesmanships
vis-a-vis the colonial question happened to coincide with
that of Lenin after his advent 1o power, i.e. that the more
advanced nation shouald not part wavs with its backward
client nations, hut rather carry them along and even
cudgel them along if need be, to socialism. Yet, the
sircak of opportunism based on the selfinterest of
Britain left pone of the international spirit to give
credence to the internationalist call of the magazing, The
New Statesman, for example, [ollowed the progress of
the British campaign in Mesopotamia (Iraq) with satis-
faction, but when the Iragis rebelled and started shoot-
ing British soldiers, the socialist woeekly lamented the
eniry of Britain into Irag and called on the Government
o withdraw to the Gulf. It was  again becoming too
cxpensive. The only thing which interested HBritain in
trag, the paper said, was oil, and it was  doubtful that
Brilain could take all the oil for itself. As oil was hound
to be shared out by the various internationa! ofl com.
panies, there was no business for British soldiers to be
sitting in Trag and spending money.

Such has been the approach which the New Srares.
wian maintained with unfailing consistency throughout
its history. Years later, in 1947 when the future of
Britain in the Middle East was discussed, the magazine
agreecl with the Foreign Secretary, Mr, Bevin, that it
would be a «naticnal disasters for Britain to lose her oil
mnterests in the area: she would never achieve a balance
of trade without them. Where Mr. Bevin went WIOHE was
in thinking that troops were necessary to protect those
interests. Needless to sav, events have proved that the
New Staresman was right and the successive foreign

1§
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ceeretaries were wrong, at least on this score.

Yet there was another part in tl-uf me;t}:;nl :i;iiﬁfﬁ

the journal, the part of mar, or of {.:u_d. 1['3 S
the personality of all socialists, and idea sts Jor b
mull-ar. was projected on the New S:dmsr:;ad:—lx J.:ilm.kin 2
of tableaux of two-faced wizards, one coldly o nfl‘u:.r
the statistics and vested intercsts :T'rf _H_nlan:t.t g
surning toward the perfect world of d:smtcrfd:eEdiTMial
ity the world of ecollectivism= as th_n: le,admb_d g
of I[,hr.- First pumber specilied. From this uuletr 5;‘:5,[ Rl
journal, we get its determined sul'_:pd._u'l h:r].'. thae EE: i
Nations® and later the Upited Nations, 1L_5 TSP o
promises given and agreements concihuded, 1‘;-? ?F;pm e
165 war and the use of foree, its hatred nf ic aa-:;d frd
(ascists, irs championship of aulf-dct::r:u;fmt}nn o
cern For the plight of the underdogs. mult:.;a:a:nﬁ bt
sides, the New Stalesman hzu.il to . walk ita Pﬁ:ﬁtim
of ambivalence vis-a-vis the Middle Bast issucs. P

was a living example of the contradiction.

of the
the flegt detalled deslgm

Mot Atolesmdn printed b e

el JT::E:LL! of Matioms, prepared by Leopnard W
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11
EARLY RECORDS

TUE EARIIEST instance the present writer could
Find on the issue of Palestine goes back to the early days
of the Great War, A lengthy article carried over the
initials of = AMIH. » appeared on 21 Novermber 1914
with the ambitious title «The Future of Palestines, The
article reviewed the long history of Tewish attachment to
the Holy Lupd which, the awriter asserted, had hecome
pnly dormant but never dead, He went on to give
accounts of the Zionist successes in reclaiming the old
nome, the rise of Dr. Theodor Herzl, the spread of antl-
Gemitismn, the revival of Hebrew and so on. The Fionist
spirit was in evidence in cuch utierances as that the
country was  relatively unitthabited, the Jews were a
dictinet nationality, Polish Jews should be moved to
Palestine and Syria. The propagandist pen was carefully
cancealed behind the anonymous <AMH.» and adroitly
ledl the reader to such themes as the peonomic advantages
acerning o England [rom the TZionist enterprise, and
low most of the Palestinian Jewich wine and citrus fruits
were exported to Egypt and Britain, the foremost trad-
inp country with Palestine. The ceonomic. allraction was
further  consolidated by an emotional  consideration
invoking the «sentimental, educational and archacologi-
cale honds which linked Englishmen with «the Haly Land
of the Jews = Reaconsfield, Salisbury, Falmerston, 0li-
phant and Chamberlain were recalled in connection with
their championship of the «restorations of the Jewish
Commanwealth. «AMH.» warned against any thought
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v._.-hiuh B_ritain might cast on the Arabs: «To give Pales-
tine self-zovernment today would be a blunder and a
crimes. The article went on to conclude with this appeal:

«Let Britain remember her past and think of her
future, and secure to the Jews under her protection the
possibility of building up a new Palestine on the ruins of
their ancient home.»

Whether by coincidence or scheme, the same num-
ber carvied another article by Arthur Weigall on the fu-
ture of Bgvpl. Mr. Weigall projected the difficulties of
the Egyptian position and the circumstances which
compelled Britain Lo occupy the country. His conclusion
was that the annexation of Egypl by Britain became an
unavoidable solution and the only possible one. Both
these articles were taken up by the editor who did not
hesitate to pive them his editorial backing, Commenting
nn the Zionist thesis, he wrote, « The scheme, we suppose,
will find sympathy practically everywherge. He was
skeptical, however, on Lhe appointment of Britain as a
nrotector, For the task was going to be very costly.

On 23 January 1915, the same contributor returned
lo the subject with the same partisan spirit. In anather
lomg article under the heading, «The Regeneration
of Palestines, the anonymous writer, actually the well-
known Zionist scholar Albert Hyamson, dwelt on the
admirable sachievementss of the Jewish immigrants,
their sreclamations of land and their srevivals of Hebrew
culture. In a passing reference to the indigenous popula-
tion he made the reassuring remark that they werc a
peaceful lot and the «least troublesomes pesple.

(11 A. Hyamson modified his wlews radically in a bi-pational
direction nfter hig direct contact with the existing populstlon
as ah officie] af the Mandate Adminbgtration,

20

These twe contributions are very important to our
srory. AS mentioned above, the New Siaresman had not
ihen given much thought to the Middle East. None of its
contributors had any experience oF adequate knowledge
of the area. The editor’s improvised comments, his un-
certain words, =I supposcs, arc indicative. Two well-
informed contributions from an ohvicusly knowledgable
conrce were thercfore welcome 10 the editorial desk,
narticularly when well introduced and recommended.
Fore lics one of the terrible sins af the free press, Instead
of admitting ignorance  and keeping  off the field of
ipnorance, a NEWsRaper ceitor tries to beat his competi-
tors by publishing any intelligent contribution properly
cyhmitted to him without hathering about the differing
spinions, In the case of the New Stalesman, it was agreed
from the heginning to give the periodical & collective
idenlogy and responsihility 50 that every line looked as if
it had been written by the same person. The procedure
proved Lo be impractical, as some principal contributors,
mainly Bernard Shaw, expressed opinions which did not
correspond to the accented policy of the mapgazine or
qept with the approval of the editor. As a compromise,
i was agreed Lo initial quch contributions, & COMPrOmise
(o which G.B.S. tool greal exception and the famous 10w
led virtually to his withdrawal [rom the magazine.

The two articles were thus put nutside the collective
malicy of the New Spatestman by initialling them, bt
nevertheless the letters <A M.H.s kept the vecaders srill
i the dark as to the identity of the writer, With the
callective policy of the magazing in mind, his ideas could
easily slip in as part of the « New Statesmanship o, of
indecd of Fabianism in seneral. There was no-one inn Lon-
don representing those = least troublesome » people Lo
write about the store of troubles soon 1o OpPEn. It was one
maore instance of the Arab case going by defanlt The
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momentous feature of the fwo articles discussed is their
{iming, their carly appeéarance in the formative years of
the new periodical, and during the first vear of the war
which was going to reshape the destiny of Palestine and
the Middle East regton.

On the other hand, not until the postwar vielent
suthreak of nationalism in Egypl did the New Sfafestian
take any note of the infant, but steadily growing Arpb
mationalism and its correlative Arab cultural vevival in
\he Middle East, The editorial comment welcomed the
Zionist project and simultaneously questioned the wis-
2am of British responsibility, for it revenled that the gap
between the journal’s idealism arigd  self-interest was
rather wide in regard to this project. As the war went on,
this gap was bridged by a new military appreciation.
None of the New Sigresmau taff had any particular
sianding in things military, But a closer examination of
Fionist literature in Britain during the war leads us to
the activities of the Palestine Committee, On 22 No
vemher 1915, the military expert Mr. Herhert Sidehotham
published a leader article in the Manchester Guardian
with the title of «The Defence of Eaypts. The gist of the
arlicle was that the development of the new machines of
milirary transport made Sinal srrelevant as a defence line
for the Suez Canal. Henceforth, to defend Egypt, the
Tudaean hills must be garrisoned as a first line of deten-
oo Palestine must be made a bulfer state

The sgnificance of this article was grasped by Chaim
Weizmann, who lost no time in approaching Sidebotham
with a view to elaborating the thesis and subhmitting it
pfficially 1o the Foreign Office. In Fehruary 1946, & me-
morandum was thus submitted by Mr. Sidebotham with
‘he encouragement of the two leaders of British Zionism,
Chaim Weizmann and Harry Sacher, to Sir Ronald
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G;raham, head of the Mear and Middle Eastern Section
of the Foreign Office.” The effarl resulted in a joint
publicity enterprise in which the British Zionists and
Sidebotham publicised the new military concepl symch-
conized with the srestorations uf Palestine to the Jews as
the hest dependable cuardions of the British position.
Mumerous articles were written along such lines and led
v the national press, and the Palestine Comimitiee Was
soon formed with ils oTgan Palestine”

wWhen the Balfour Declaration. was made on 2
November 1817, there was no contradiction left in the
mind of the New Slaresmian between  sponsoring the
Jewish poocssion to Palestne and its [iscal strain on the
British Empire. The chief aditor, Clifford Sharp, was
then doing his military service, and his position was filled
by the literary editor, Mr. 1.C. Squire, whose knowledge
of the Middle East was even scantier than his prede-
cessor's. Under his direction, the papet played the tune
ol the Palestine Comittes's military logic, and reiteral-
cd the arpument that the war Fad shown Palestine as the
new realistic defence line for Egypt, and in order to make
Palestine an cconomically prosperous country «with a
population attached to the British Empircs. the land
st be given to Zionism under the protection of Bri-
{ain. Thus the writet weleomed Balfour's historic letter
qs wome of the best pieces of statcsmanship that we can
show in those fater dayss. The editorial comment went
an 1o dwell on the position of the Jows as unassimilated
ithe Zionists preler Lo use unassimilable) sojourners, &
pasition which could never be satisfactory, Even the as
cimnilationists among them did not allow intcrmarriage

{2} Bidcholiam, H. Great Eritain and Pelestine, Londom, 1At

P,
{3} The etory of the Palestines Committes B given in the same
moures, [bu.
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and kept themselves to themselves as a distinct race, «It
is far betler... to make a nation of them.»

The reference to intermarriape and distinctiveness
has a slight anti-Semitic ring, but then the relationship
hetween Zionism and anti-Semilism is something which
is accepled by both the Zionist and the anti-Zionist,

The New Statesmian, however, did not act in any
exceptional manner in this regard, as the Balfour Decla-
ration was welcomed by most of the leading papers,
ncluding the sister periodical The Narion, Noowithstand-
ing, the New Statesman’s stand was guite forthcoming
in view of the fact that world socialism was still critical
of Zionism and the British Laboor Party had not then
shown any readiness to commirt itself on its behalf.

The Balfour Declaration balanced Hs promise to the
Zionists with a proviso for «it being clearly understood
that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil
and religions rights of the existing non-Jewish commu-
nities in Palestines, The New Statesnman's editorial made
nu reference to this part of the deal. The provision was
only inserted in the Declaration at a later stage, aud in
deference (o the anti-Zionist pressure on Whitehall, The
original Declaration as drafted by the Zionist side in
Tuly 1917 kept =ilent on the rights of the indigenous
population® and the New Stafesman in ils comment
seems to have reverted the document to its original form.

(%) Ses Steln, Thee Halfowr Declaration, London, 1U6E, pp. 470 & 844,
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I
THE MEW STATESMAN AND THE MANDATE

AT THIS STAGE most British papers paid little
attention to Balfour's letter to Lord Rothschild, and it
was gradually felt that the idea of a Jewish Mational
Home, liowever commendable it might  have looked,
would scon die a natural death. The New Siaresnran did
st pive much space to the matter until the policy began
o crack, Fionist contributors, however, continued to
feed  the magazine with lengthy essays  praising the
achievernents and pood sense of the Jewish scttlers, Not
until the sommer of 1922 did the editorial office clabo
rate anv particular policy on the problem. The ignorance
al the News Statesmat visa-vis the Middle Bast continued
an- s almost scandalons level, On 27 May 1926, the
magazine carried a letter by the socialist Egyptian
writer, Salama Musa, lamenting ignorance on auch
matters in Egypt as the diflerences between Zashlul’s
party and Adli's parly

The relationship between the journal and the British
Mandate s a case-study for the critics of nonviolence.
The mother of the New Statesinar, the Fabian Society,
was fonnded on the principle of nonaviolence and maost
of the edirorial staff were confirmed pacifists, Yet, they
SFten acted. as far as the Middle East was concerned at
least, 2s if nothing mattered except violence. Whatever
the Zionists managed to gain, regardless of the means,
was upheld by the paper as a reality, a fait accompli. On
the apposite side, as long as the Arabs behaved decently
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wnd made no trouble, the Jewish National Home was 3
sublime British undertaking, but the British commitment
arcl the whole project were brought into gquestion as soon
as a group of Arabs stoned a Jewish bus. The typical
imperialist pulicy much criticised by the New Statesman
in latter years, was, in fact, closely endorsed by the samie
journal. Unwittingly, its non-violent editors went on
rllllt!illg a premium on violence whenever the question
ol Palestine was raised.

Indeed, the editer Formulated his Palestine policy as
a result of the Arab violence of 1921. After long ignoving
the Palestinians, he took cognizance of their case in an
editarial published on 24 June 1922:

«The Arabs have a strong case which cannot be
dismissed by eloguent speeches from Mr. Balfour or
sentimental appeals on behalf of the Jews or by specious
sugpesiions that the Arabs had their way in Hijare and
Irag and have no business 1o make a fuss in Palestine.
The case of the Jews is not superior, but there is room
for both. That is their case, that the Arabs will benefit
and a Palestine nation will be created. I these assump-
Llim'lﬁ are correct, the Arab case breaks down, at least in
theory =

«A Palestine nations’ became the axis of the New
Statesman's Palestine policy under the editorship of
Clifford Sharp. In practical terms, the concept was the
only possible door open for Britain  in view of the
conflicting promizes given to both sides, But there was
more lo recommend a synthetic Palestinian nationhood
te the socialists. Their world was a brave new world

{1) Thi= ls, incldentally, the slopan which was destined to shape
I.I'izalli;d.uulug_'r' af the Palestinlan guerrilln orgnnisetions siter
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lilled with all that ruthless enthusiasm thal emanates
rom idealism  and belief in progress. Great faith in
srience and the human will moved them o visions and
possibilitics  stretching  bevond  anything imagined in
science [iction. The possibilisy of mixieg 1wo communi-
ties of entirely different backpround and orientation and
the creation of a test-tube new nalion was something
which could not fail in ils appeal to people who viewed
national questions with dislike,

The editor did his homework on this vexing guestion
and reached such an appreciation during that summer
of 1922: he came out with a long article on 8 July
outlining the paper’s position. Under the heading «The
Jews and the Gentiless, the New Siatessian welcomed
the success of Mr. Churchill (as Colonial Secretary) in
securing the approval of the Tlouse of Commons lor his
Palestine policy based on his  inlerpretation of the
Balfour Declaration. The article said:

«We need not disguise [rom ocursclves the lact that
it is & dangerous as well as an interesting cxperiment, Tt
is based on a pledge — a pledge rather hastily given, as
wie helisyve, ar a time of stress when statesmen were not
in the hahit of looking beyond the day after tomorrow at
the furthest. The pledze was one of a series in which we
entangled  ourselves in the Middle East, amd it is not
surprising that it should have landed uvs in diflicullies
with the Arabs to whom other undertakings. more
senerous than discreet, had been offered.

The writer warned that to abandon the Declaration
then would be scandalous. The establishment of a
national home for the Yews was legitimate, so was the
institution of the Jews into a nation. Yet Zionism and
the Jewish National Home were not the only way. There
was another way for the creation of a new nationality
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based on the creation of a Palestinian  nation of hoth
Arabs and Jews.

A second comsideration was that of internationalism,
Lionism should not be supporied in its aggression to-
wards other people; nor should the Arabs receive support
in keeping the country anly {or themselves, sdepopulaieds
and sharrens, The development of Palestine reguired a
capacity which the Arabs did not possess, Britain should
support the hope of blending the Western and Eastern
cultures and the beginning of a hundred things which we
were accustomed to refegate to Mr, HOG, Wells' utopias,
Over and above, it would nol be expensive at the price
Mr. Churchill was promising — one million a year, «And
if it succeeds, it will more than pay for itsell.»

As in other cases, the idealists miscaleulated because
of the amission of some essential fact, and the miscal-
culation of the New Sratesman, excepting the Zionphiles
among them, was enormous, in view of their wide gap of
knowledge on the Middle East. The essential fact omitted
hers was the separate development of the Yishuf (the
Jewish commupity in Palestine), The editor who wrote in
197 of the reluctance of the Jews o mix and intermarry
did not see that the same  inclination was going 1o be
doubled and trebled in Palestine vis-a-vis ehackwards
Arabs.

The wool was drawn  over the eyes  of the readers
ind the editorial staff by the periedic articles inserted
by Zionist spokesmen. On 5 November 1921, the year of
the first disturbanoces, Leonard Stein, the Political
Secretary of the World Zionist Organisation (1920-1929),
pubiished in the journal, as a correspondent from Pal-
esting, a long article running to three columns, hailing
the great bepctits beaped on the Arahs as a result of the
Zionist enterprise. He denied that the purchase of the
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Arah lands of the Vale of Jezrecl had inflicted any injury
on the indipenous inhabitanls, «There has been no ten-
dency to elbow the Arabs out» The blame was put on the
vatican and the Palestinian Christians who were said to be
sowing anti-Zionist propaganda. The police were accused
ol joining the Arab rioters and the British adminisiration
was blamed for treating the rioters in a civilized manner
te which they were not used. The [ailure 1o achieve an
crtenle between the Arabs and the Jews was ascribed 1o
the palicy of the Governmenl, The fear of the Palestinians
of being relepated to a second-class minority or af
cxpulsion [rom the country was answered thus: «On the
sther hand, it is alrcady apparent that, so far from
furthwith submergiog the Arabs, the Jews will, lor some
time Lo come, have ditliculty in keeping pace with their
natural increnses,

Leonard Stein was no socialist or a soldicr of the
Fahian statesmanship. His essay was clearly a lance for
the Zionist cause and must have been recognised as such
at the editorial office. No opposing item was carried by
the paper and bis accounts remained the New Staiespuncs
only accounts of events on the spul, a procedure which
the prosressive periodical was going to repeat time and
lime again, whenever the problem of Palestine com mand-
e detailed altention,

In the next issue {12 November] the editor took up
the question of the Palestinians' anxiety, «Much of this
teeling, no doubt, is ilfoundeds, he wrote in his editorial,
«bul it is only tao clear from the evidence set out in the
report® that the extreme Zionists are jeopardising their
own cause. The British administration has taken mea-
sures to remedy certain obvious evils pointed out by the

(2] Teport of the Commisaton nf Hoguiry under the Cholroanship
of Slr Thomus Hayeraft, Cwad. T8l 1921,

29




Cominissionecs: but, as we have frequently urged in
these columns, it really rests with the Jews themselves 1o
concilinte the Arahs and make a Paleslinian nation. 1f
they cannot do that, the Ballour Declaration will be waste
pancr. s

The magazine relurned to the subject on 27 May
1922 and addressed itsell o the British Palestine Go-
vernment in 2 poassage itsell smacking of impatience.
«Convince the Arabs that they were wrong or convince
s that thew were right in their fearss 1t is very casy
new to blame the writer for hiz naiveté and  see the
realistic dimension af those fears, but at the time, belore
anvbody ever heard of Hitler, the JTewish Mational Home
lanked 10 those whe supported it, like another forlorn
dremm. Furthermore, the wriler was only one ol any
whe were conlounded by the equivocation and duouhble
1=tk of the Finnist leaders.

Clifford Shuarp was more  interested in domestic
wssues,  and the  loreign affairs were generally lefr 1o
Ratcliffe, Ensor, Mostyn  Llowd and  Lewis Nasnier
(Bronstein-MNamierskil. Sir Lewis was an ardent Zionist
and plaved po small part in pressuring the successive
British governments on behalf of the cause’” But such
was the Formation of the New Statessan that its collec
live policy remained the sole responsibility of its chic
editor, Mr, Sharp’s starting point in colonial matters was
his shepticism. il not cvnicism, about the ability of the
erlonial peoples lo develop their countries without the
puidance and help of Western civilisation. Their national-
ist movements. or indeed nationalism in all its colours,
did nol impress him." His position was well delineated

37 Ioho, B, & Hadawl, 8., Ths Palerfine Digry, Vel L opo HEb,
Belrel: The Palestine Hesearch Center. 1870,
14) Hvams, p- 22
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i his review of Katherine Mayo's Mother Ifndia and his
sharp criticism of the colonial liberation ideas, the Indian
cultural heritage and the native capabilities.

«Infants was one of the casy adjectives which he
applicd 1o the Palestinian people, and their behaviour
was churlishly described in most cases. In his pamphlet
o The Case against the Referendum »® Mr. Shorp
dizmissed the principle of rule by the majority  wote
Where there was a conflict of pational communities, the
solulivn fay in conciliation and not relerendum. Although
e postulated this view in connection with Ireland, its
relevance to the Palestine scene is obvicus.

Neither Zionism nor Arab nationalism were beau-
tiful things for him, and the only worthwhile feature of
the Palestine scenc was o see the counivy and s
inhabitancs 'ir:.1p:r|_;|'..-¢_:d with the help of the richer and
experienced Jows, all under the protection and auspices
cd Gircat Brilan.

Anolher factor which affected the thinking of the
New Statesman was refated to the idealism of ils van-
suards, Part of their «New Statesmanshipe was the belief
that breach ol faith, unreliability, dishonesty and trickery
are a5 bad for zood polity as they are for good shopkeep-
inp. The editor thus went on 1o repeat Lhat although the
Balfour Decluration  had been  made under  dubious
circumstances, the pramise, once made, must be upheld.
Heliel in international authority was no lesser imperalive
in such thinking, As the Palestine Mandate with its
correlative Jewish National Home was adopted by he
League of Nations, the upbuilding of the Home mmst be
supported by the paper. The same position was repeated
in connection with the partition of the country and the

(6} Fabign Traect HNo.o 155, 1811

3



ectablishment of Istael by the majority decision of the
United Mations. Arab defiance of such decisions coulbd
not receive any lasting sympathy from the editorial staff.
The Arab posilion became more difficult because the
Zionist side enjoyed considerable influence in CGeneva
over the members of the Mandates Commission, often
vesulting in guashing the Brilish policy jtsell whenever
it displeased the Jewish Apency® Peculiarly though,
the subject of conflicting British promises given also 1o
the Arabs during the Great War, a subject which occupied
large spaces in the British press over many years,
remained scarcely touched by the New Stalesmar.

One of the political storms which swepl  over the
path of the Mandate was occasioned by the award of the
cuncession for the electrification of Palestine to Pinchas
Buttenberg, a Bussian Jew. The concession  furtively
pranted by Winston Churchill over the heads of other
husiness concerns stirred protests  among imperialist
civeles in London, on account of the economic pussibi-
lities which the project had opened up and which were
denied 1o English  businessmen. The New Stalestan
cirmised that the whale storm was due to the one [act
that Pinchas Ruttenberg was nol an Englishman. It
reminded the critics of the terms of the Mandate as
stipulated by the League of Natlons on the basis of no
trade discrimination:

«But is Palestine part of the British Empire? And
is it the duty of the Palestine administration o consider
primarily British infercsts? We were under the impres-
cion that we were acling in Palestine as a mandatory
power under the Covenant of the League of Nalions, that

(B} Boe Welzmnnn, ©, Tricl ond Errot, London, 1580, pp. M, 450,
4R34, GOS8 alse Wishtainy, H. Verdict in Absentia, Delrut,
1p8g, p. 102
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is to say, that we were trusiees primarily for the welfare
and interests of the people of Palestine, and that special
privileges for our own trade or commerce were the very
last thing we were expected to consider.s”

The storm over the Rultenberg concession developed
4e much in Palestine as it did in the City and West-
minster. Tt is now difficult to know whether the editor
had heard at all of the Arab capitalist competitors who
were also clamouring for the concession, or whether he
simply brushed these anticipations aside as the confident
dreams of «infantse,

Britain’s moral obligations were again voiced during
the 1926 communal troubles, Those were the eventiul
munths during which blood literally streamed  in the
streets and HM. Government had to bring In further
military reinforcements. The awaited Arab violence had
at lust come, said the editar at the beginning of his ar-
ticle of 7 Scptember 1929, It proved to be the strongest
thing he had ever written in condemupation of the whole
Zionist project and that unfortunate miscalculation of
Arthur Balfour:

« His original pledge — which may have becn
demanded by tlie circumstances of the moment — was
itself a dangerous leap in the dark. Moreover it cut
acruss other pledges which we had previously given to
the Arabs. Tt was a blunder, perhaps the worss blunder
(hat Lord Balfour ever made in the course of his political
life: but he was then in a position which entitled him to
speak [or England, and his pledge thercfore became our
nledge and must be honeured. But it is a mast unfortu-
nate business.»

Therefore the life and property of the Jews must be

(T} & June 193,
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protected in Palestine at whatever price Lo Britain. « But
no such pledge can be regarded as eternal. It was not
cubmitted to Parliament, still less to the soversign
clectorate of Greal Britains Henge, the pledpe must be
modified or, at least, a time limit set for its duration,
soy ten or twenty years. An interesting point o ohsorve
here is the writer’s protestation that Balfour's disposal
of the future of Palestine was 0ot sanciicned by the
« sovercign electorate of Great Brilain ». Neither here
nor elsewhere did he cast a thought to the consent
of the indigenous inhabitants of Palestine itsell, Tndeed,
the Wew Srafesman stood solidly apainst the proposal to
set up in Palesting any representative couneil in which the
wishes of the majority might be solicited and respected,
But true to Lthe patronising form, the editor presented
their case for them in the article under discussion.
Having expressed his pleasure at secing the Jews areiurns
i Palestine, the country, he said, could only be called
their country in a historical sense. The Arabs were its
inhahitants and had been so for more than a thousand
vears, The right of the Jews to return 1o it was no more
than the right of the Saxons to land in England from
which they had been ousted in 1066

« In short the historical case for Jewish rights in
Palestine with all its religions, political, financial and
sentimental backing, is in truth no case at all. =

This was the lime for the editor to cxpress his anger
at the Zionist pressure to which his office must have
heen subjected like most of the other editorial offices in
Fleet Strect. « Jewish financial influence in the newspa-
per world », he wrote, « tends to hinder any really disin-
terested consideration of the problem =, One of the [acts
which he came 1o consider was the Jewish preponder-
ance in the British Government of Palestine, although the
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jeiws made up only onefifth of the population. England
st abandon that proJewish bias. Active pro-Semi-
tism is as tiresome and impossible as anti-Semitism, =

The Tewish influence in the newspaper world to
which he referred was reflected in his own paper during
the crisis under discussion by Zionist contribulions
corried under the ipitals of LS. (Leonard Stein) and
w.Z., (probably the extreme Zionist W.B. ZifEy, haililng
apain the progress and cconomic  growth ol Palestine
because of the Jews, predicting @ prosperous future for
the country and stressing the argument ‘that the Jewish
Mational Home was costing nothing to the British tax
Payers.,

The 1929 cpisede underlined in yet another example
the Fluid approach of the New Stafesman's pacifism
shortly before the blood {lowed, the journal carried an
article® praising the conditivns in Palestine and observ-
ing that Arab-Jewish relations were improving all the
virne, Tt was, therefore, left to the clubs and daggers only
to shake the magozine out of s comnplacency and
produce the article which took so much note of the Arab
cowe. Yel, once peace was restored apgain, the magazine
celvised continualion of the British mandate in all its
terms and made the unsubstantiated claim that both
Jew and Arab wanted Britain to continue in its adminis-
ation of Palestine, that British policy should maintain
ile course, parliamentary representation should be
denied tu the population, and that land purchase by the
Tews should remain free from any restrictions other than
what was reguired for the protection of the fellak. These
were the lines advanced by the New Statesman in Com-
ment on the Report of the Shaw Commission which

(&) 0 Aug. 1829,
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investigated the canse of the communal conllict,

It was the Labour government of Mr. Ramsay Mac-
Danald which had the misfortune of sorting out the 1929
troubles and the New Srtatesman was, at least ideologl-
cally, invelved in the matter, for the man wha was sitting
iy the Colonial Office was Lord Passbield (Sidney Webb),
ihe Father of the journal. With both reporls at his desk,
the Shaw Report and Simpson Report’, Lord Passfield
issued the famous White Paper of October 19302 The
puper was so illreceived by the Zionist side that the
wave of world-wide protest went so far as to burn effi-
gies of the Colonial Secrelary outside British Consul-
ales in the United States. The biographer of the Webbs,
Margaret Cole, another New Statesman personality,
comsidered the Palestine episode, and that of Kenya, as
the only serious political defeats suffered by Sidney Webb
during his career. The Webhs were far more articulate
in Foreipn allairs than most of the founders of the paper
and their appreciation of international issues steramed
from their decp beliel in internationalism. They belonged
to the prewar generation of socialists who looked at
Zionism with suspicion. To them, it was imperialism,
hig business and reaction. Sidpey Webb was therefore
«the most anti-Zionist Sccretary  of  Slale  with
whom Zionists had to deal al any time="

Kingsley Martin described Sidney Webb as a man
of pure reason, and his reason coupled with his unshak-
ahle belief in the socialist idea, the science of life, freed
him from the expedicncies and pressures which have
influenced nearly every politician who had to deal with
the Arah-Fionist conflict, During the same vear, he had

By omad ASFD nnd O JGEE
{10 Cmd, F9EE,
{11] Bykes, O, Oross Roecds (o feraed, Loodon, 1865, po 140,
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eor deal with a somewhat similar question related to the
while settlers of Bast Africa and his White Paper on the
subject, eMemorandum on Native Policy in East Alricas,
stipulated that « ..the intcresl of the African natives
must e paramount, and that if, and when, those interests
and the interest of the immigrant races should conflict,
the former should prevail... »'* This principle sirikes any
fairminded reader as just and reasonable, yel when
Iord Passficld tried to apply the same [0 Palestine, there
was an uproar. The case of the Jews, it was repeatedly
said, was a special case.

This point was the crux of the matter. The intcrests
oF either the Jews or the Arahs must have priorily, and
the guestion remained which, The founder of the
New  Statesmean had  the courage 10 ARSWET the
simple guestion, but the child of his thought failed
ts face up to the facts. In dealing with the White Paper
cantroversy, it fell back on what was described as its
« trip to the moon » of Arah-Jewish co-operation and
nationhood synthetics,

A distinet «Statesmanlys approach in which the paper
took preat pride was the style  introduced  First by
Bernard Shaw and was soon known as the smatter-of-
Facte style, What seemed o be a complicated issue was
coseued from its trappings, irrelevancies and high-falu-
tin considerations and reduced to its hasic commaon
cense facts. Tt is a great pity that George Berpard Shaw
was pat interested in the Middle East and nobody ven-
cured 1o deal with the Arab-Zionist conflict by the
«matter-ol-facts approach. The paper remained as delud-
od as the rest of the press on this issue and failed to see
that nationalism is an exercise in self-assertion and not

{12) Omd. A57A
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platonic romance. Under the heading «Councils of Des-
pairs,* it described Passficld's policy as «a deplorable
cot-back to the experiment in Palestine, and at worst an
admission that the experiment is hupelesss, Although
the conditions of the Arab population needed to be im-
proved, the Jews could not, it said, wailt until they were
improved, The new policy would undermine the possi-
hility of co-operation between the Jews and the Arabs
which was necessary for the welding of @ Palestine
nation. The paper retuwrned o the subject in an editorial
on & November when it said «We shall be content 1o so
the White Paper relegated to 3 museum of diplomatic
curinsitiess.

Thess comments were passed when Sharp was no
lomper in command, as his steady alcoholic deterioration
had already taken the editorial affairs out of his hands.
The paper's attack on the policy of Sidney Webb, who
had only resigned from  the New Siatesman on his
accession to he Cabinet, was one instance of the high-
minded independence of the paper and at the same 1ime
the extent of its sympathy with the Zionist cause. One
ol the paper's strong IMCT Was Harnld Laski who played
4 decisive role, according to Kingsley Martin,** in defeat-
ing the White Paper.

The Lahour Cabinet could not keep up its resistance
and the Prime Minister had Lo vield to the pressure’
The New Statesman itsclf seems to have worried aboul
the electioneering prospects of the Labour Parly, In its
comment on the Whitechapel  by-clection, it ohservel
{hat Labour lost many votes in thiz constinuency with its

(13} 28 Ootober 1930,

{143 Hee Chapber IV,

(15} For a desceiption of this propiure s Marloas, J.,, Tha ZBext
of Pifate, London, 1859, po 134
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larpe Jewish population, because the oppasing Liberal
candidate was a staunch Zionist. Welcoming the Govern-
ment’s statement which explained away the White Paper,
the New Statesman cartied a special article, « Second
Thoughts on Palesline =, in which the writer warned
o mothing bot mischief can come, alike to Palestine
and the Mandatory, from the helief or the pretence that
the Conservatives stand Tor the Jews and the Labour for
the Arghse, The same article reiterated the hope of creat-
ing the Palestine nation, bul went on simultaneously to
make the supgestion that the Palestinian Arabs might be
moved to Transjordan, The New Sratesman nevertheless
parted  ways with Zionism on rhe guestion af the
praoposed Legislative Council, which the saper could not
oppose with a traly clear conscience.

S Drummond Shiels, whe had to defend Pacsficld’s
policy before the Mandates Commission, cummed up the
loneliness of their position in these words:

«There was no Arah Agency'® in London at that time
and there was no popular public statemcnt of the Arab
case, There was no Arab member in the House of
Commons or the House of Lords. On the other band,
every politice] party had its Jowish (though not always
necessarily Zionist) members in both houses, the Labour
Party having perhaps more Jewish members than any
olher. Only the Zionist side of the Palestine guestion
was heard and pressure was constantly heing applied to
the Colonizl Olfice by members nf Partinment and others
who did not clearly understand what the responsibility
of the Colonial Office was.=""

The year 1930 was the first occasion fer the kind of

(16} The Foaists had thelr stropg Jewlsh Apency.
(171 Cole, B, The Webbs atd Thewr Work. Londom, 1948 p. B3
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propaganda campaign which Britain was to witness Lrom
the Tionist side in the vears to come. The 1929 comment
that the Jewish case was «in truth no case al alls was the
last of its kind to he seen in the New Statesmarn, which
witnessed in Movember 1930 how the policy of the mast
determined politician was twisted out of his hand by the
pressure of the Zionist enthusiasts. Further developments
came to play and consolidate the new accent of the
paper.

v
THE MARTIN ERA

THE LONG term ol Clifford  Sharp’s editorship
came to its final conclusion in 1930 Althoush much of
‘he work had already been Slipping out of his contral as
4 result of his inereascd aicoholizm. In 1931, the Board
decided to appoint the lale Kingzley Marlin, o Guardidn
man wilh no previcus connection with the formal work
of the Fabiap Sociely of the socialist movement as &
whaole, Beatrice Wehb, however, thouglt of him as
sihoroughly Fabian in his methodss and afraid of the
effect of commupist propaganda on the Labour Party’
His father was a Unitarion minister of the Church and
an active member of the Fabian Society. The policy of
the magazine continned along its established lines with
only minoy changes in emphasis rather than principles.
The era of Kingsley Marlin — for the New Statesman
bhecame Kingsley Martin during his 38 years of tenure —
witnessed a noticable chift toward the Zionist angle
ne Far as Palestine was cancerncc, hut the chift was by
o means due simply 1o Mr. Martin's persomality of
symmpathies.

1t was in this era that Hitler rose 1o power with his
anti-Semitic impact on the Jowry. It was also in this
periad that the New Stotesman amalgamated with the
ather progressive periodical The Nation 10 form the New
Statesmgn and Natior. The Nation was known for its

(17 Eeatrice Webhx Dinries, 1024-1832, adited by M. Colz, Lod-
dem, 1966, po 13
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anti-imperialist tone,! some of which was absorbed by
the newly amalpamated magazine. The imperial and
parental role of Britain in the Middle East and Palestine,
therefore, lost some of its relevance and the anti-Zionist
cry among some imperialist circles, worried about Bri-
tain's position in the Arab World, sounded hoarse now
to the editor. Another transformation in the biography of
the New Statesman alter the twenties was its gradual
growth from a committed periodical with a limited cir-
culation to a mass weekly. When the new editor took
over, the sale of the magazine was helow the 12,000
figure and there were recurrent annual losses. On his
refirement in the sixties, John Froeman received a pros-
perous magaeine with a circulation in the region of
nincty thousand. Although the New Statesman's readers
remained within the brackets of an intellectual elite, the
wider circulation took the magazine out of its narrow
world of conscious socialists into the world of a liberal
middle class, a trend which is still gaining ground.

Kinpsley Martin himsell was more of a liberal than
a socialist; he certainly was no  doctrinaire and his
solidaritv with some communist actions coald only have
come from a liberal ever in sympathy with anything
new, His support for the Munich Agreemenl was an error
totally pul of slep with the socialist forecs.

Like his predecessor, Marlin was not interested in
the Middle East and his accounts as given in his book
The Editor touched on most of the questions which
precceupied his mind during his career except the Middle

{2y The Notisn, for example, wns skeptbeal absul the mandate
svalers and sald that it could only réecommend Btself i the
interesls of the mepodated penple wece glven priorily over
these of the mandatory power or ofler Involved partles
I3 Aupust 1920
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Fast! As an expericnced journalist he came L.u r;all:s;{
e he wrole in 1947, thal «a wWoman Tun over by 3 :] o
Piceadilly has more selling value than a mLIJ_mn }1h;g‘_m
*.J.an'aﬁr;n in Chinas.* Nevertheless, if he |:!.1-|.|. 1'|.L1'[1 nw}..,r_
with him lo the Neéw Statesman any pu:-ttc#la.r lmaﬂml
edee of the Middle East he came to his nEwW G% ltE'.1 ?— =
with pro-Zionist sympathics Un.hk'.?, tht:.l:[' Lﬂuﬂl:e.lgtai
an the continenl, where Tewish n::'rmnahz_:m was | ﬂ-.;;
an ohstacle to JTewish emancipation and 1r.aiegrfutlnr;1.5hjp
Enplish liberals developed & lﬂnga?.ta[aﬂlnfiz_ hne;\ﬂhmr
with the Zionists daling back to the issue of t ; 2l i
Declaration by the Lleyd George Goverpment. ]1 Tx i
Manchester where the Ziomist seec] _Emlnd its 1:'1:r3r_ e1 :m
ground in England. In its Lniversity F!hmm _ ?;migaj
trught, and there he came in u}t'lnta:;t with the in -:ET:HS
editor of the Manchester Grardian, CF. Smtt,. W ﬁwm_
ecasily wooed by the great master of peraiuas;}n. ];,1..-
mann was eventually in1:|:nd1n:c|._l to ].‘]n:r-d. Irt'EII].'gE 1.3};5
:Ec:ntL and the wheel started turning. The rﬂs?'rfm?n e
to the pro-Zionist erientation 1_1+' :hc..'rifru-zrf.w..s:ﬁr 1:1:4-::'”“
iom. To the offices of the leading daily Kings L:."... a "
was invited, in 1927, by C.P. Scotf, and there he rematln
antil be joincd the Mew Bratesai, . 3 ;
More instrumental in the pro-Fionist pasition ?l
\'larl:ln was his long and close association “'illhr Ha.‘rr_'u -a
-I..:.LS]‘:'i. inaide and outside Turnstile {the New! h.f-!n'.t‘!_.‘-?lt?.ﬂ:‘lb-
offices at Holbornd. Laski's aLtiT.u-:ies: o ﬂ'u? ?.I.l::ltufi: 1Emf
ect deserve some attention at 153:15 juncture, :1'1 ‘.._uf: E:‘
hie immense intlucnoe on the Britizh Lﬂhﬂ-lllr B .rn._u::hr
in pencral and the New Staresman sv._:hu-:ﬂ 5 !’M”.m.n t'.r;
The Laskis owed their name to their Iewuhll nnﬁ} o
Poland, the country which :|:|1'v:|-:1|.1-:1:|:_d the c;tebv o
Fipnist movement and Isyacli politics. Pushed by Las

] W The Editor, London, 1965,
ﬁ{ ﬁ:ﬁlﬁ: K The Press th Publia Wonts, Landon, 1047, B 75
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Eurepean anti-Semitism, they too settled in Manchester
within the exclusive lewish guarter of that in&u.f.trja]l
city, There, young Harold was raised in a strict religious
manner and with all the principles of Jewish solidarity.®

Kingsley Martin mentions that he sseldom remem-
bers him discussing Jewish problems or speaking of
himself as a Jew. Hitler changed all that.»? The same
biographer, however, dwells cn the [renzied activities in
which Laski launched himself on behalf of the Zionist
praject during the Passfield Paper controversy (1931),
long before Hitler's rise to power. During those critical
davs, he used his inlluence on labourite circles and asked
Mr. McDonald to dismiss Sidney Webb or withdraw the
policy declaration which he made. Having achicved that,
he pressed on with his initiative and, in 1931, called on
the Government to change those British officials who
were undesirable to the Jewish Apency (a euphemism for
the Fionist organisation).  Another Zionist demand he
espoused was that Palestineg should ke administered
directly from London, free from local considerations.
Whether it was the influence of Laski on the New Stafes-
man or the influence of the Zionist Organisation on
bath, the idea of opening Transjordan for the settlement
of the Palestinian Arabs was advocated simultancously
but separately by the New Sratesman and Harold Laski
i 1930731, The « trip to the moon » of Arab-Jewish
co-operation was likewise emphasised by Laski

fimue of the closest [riends of Harold Laski were
the Ilt:rwe'.rd champions of the Zionist cause, like Justice
Lowis Brandeis and Felix Frankfurter, the two American

(i} The writer 1n indebtod I thess secounia o the worthy
bk
Eraphy by Hingsley Martin, Herold Lasié, London
(6) Op. Dit, p. 310, ' PR
(71 Ibid, pp 208-210.
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politicians diametrically opposed 1o anything smacking
of socialism. We are told that his [ight against Sidney
Webb was partly in response 1o a reguest from Frank-
Fucler. An interesting side to his personality is his fre-
quent deseription of himsell as a «Jews. When accepting,
in the name of the Executive, the Poale Zion resolution
submitted to the Labour Party Conference of 1943, he
declured that he was doing so sas a  Jew in the fullest
sense of the words, The delinintion of who is a Jew is a
siatter which has caused endless controversies, but the
dividing linc falls roughly between religion and national-
iem. As an atheist, Harold Laski could only have meant
that he considered Jewishness as a nationality, which is
he hub of the Zionist idea. His fullyfledped allegiance
was revealed after the Labour victory of 1943 and the
adoption of the anti-Zionist line by the Foreign Oifice.
Altheugh he was under the restraint of his chairmanship
f the Party, he managed to write letters, lead delega
tions, publish articles and hold meetings in co-operation
wilth Emanuel Shinwell against the sAtdee-Bevin betray-
al of the Jowse.

vet Harold Laski had never made the Middle East
his subject cither and had never visited Palestine ot the
area. He was careful enpuzh to confine his aceivities to
politicizing rather than involving himsell as a contribu-
tor to the New Statesman in any expert arlicle, T could
only find casual comments on the Palestine story bearing
his signalure. His relevance Lo the New Statesmin and
ihe Middle East lies in his influence on its staff. Laski's
influence on Kingsley Martin began at the Londen School
of Economics when Martin worked as an assistant lectur-
er under Harold Laski at the Department of Political
Seience hetween 1922 and 1927, The relationship proved
:0 be a life-long intellectual partnership in which, accord-
ing to Hyam's words, Laski became Kingsley Martin's
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polilical mentor.

As Martin himsclf was uninteresred in the Middle
East, apart from a sentimental sympathy far the Jewish
State, the real work was left to the new wave of Jewish
writers [locking to the offices of the New Staresmar in
the aftermath of Hitler’s seizure of power over Central
Europe. Continental socializm had more than ils share
of Jewlch intellectuals, who became the Eirst target of
Mazi wrath, Most of them were anti-Zionists and non-
Zionists, but the disillusioniment with integration, liber-
alism, internalionalism and socialism, as ignited by
Mazi indiscriminate persecution, aroused in their minds
second thoughts on Jewish nationalism, Many of the
persecuted Jews believed that Palestine was their only
refuge. Some ol the intellectual refugess, writers and
artists. had naturally looked 1o the British socialist
weekly as their rallving mouthpiece, and many of them
found their way to Ne. 10 Greal Turnstile.

Their impact on the thinking ol the New Staleswiar
can be imagined, Even the editor’s secretary, who was
another recruit from the Jewish German refugees, kicked
up a fuss when Kingsley Martin dictated to her an
article which showed some thoughtlessness in regard to
the plight of the Jews® The editor had never seen dis-
placed Palestinian fellah in his office, but he could see
there a great man like Arthur Kaoestler thrown out of his
couniry, all his possessions lost and most ol his Family
liquidated. He would have been a very insensitive writer
indeed had he remained unimpressed.

Al the same lme, the old Jewish writcrs of the
paper who remained so aloof from Jewish nationalist
affairs, could no longer maintain their neutral position,

(E] Hynumy, p. 15k

Martin's report on Harold Laski's conversion is one
sutstanding example. Leonard Woolf is another. In his
autoblography, Mr. Woolk relates that he was against
Zionism and the Jewish Mational Home because he
realised that introducing a minority in the midst of a
different majority always created conflict. He was against
the Balfour Declaration and neither Chairmn Weizmann nor
Letwis Namier could win him to their Zionist slde. Yet,
after the Mazi liguidation af the Jews and the migration
of hundreds of thousands of Jews to Palestine, « Lionism
and  anti-Zicnism  became irrelevants" Henoe, Wil
wenl to vigit Israel in 1957 and returned to write laudable
things about it. His reference to the attempt of Lewis
Namicer (Bronstein-Namierskil to win him over to Zion-
<o throws some light on what was going on in the offi-
ces. My, Nagicr was also in charge of the foreign affairs
articles.

There was also a noticeable change in the readership
and advertising of the paper, as the bulk of the intellec-
tnal refupees flocked to the middle-oi-the-road socialist
jpurnal, boosting its ales steadily until it passed the
Fifiy thousand figure after the war. (It stood at 71,684
copies in 1953 Living in Hampstead and reading the
Wew Statesman became the mark of the middieaged
intellectual of German-Jewish origi. The magazine comn-
ducted a survey, in 1955, on its readership.’® The religious
and political affiliations (other than party supporl) were
not included in the guestionnaire, but the social and
cronomic breakdown throws some light on the composi-
tion of the Teaders. One third of the mine thousand
people who replied to the guestionnaire earned more

(8] Woolf, L, The Journsy mot the Arrival Matiera, Auvtablogrs-
phiy, vat. 5, London, 196, pp- 868,

{16 New Aeteamonship, 4 Survey of tha Recderakip, Mew HBta
toamnt, 10GE,
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than £1,000 {in 1955), The following is their professional
distribution:

17% teachers and professors.

12%0 civil servants.

11% professional peaple (doclors, lawyers, eilc)
11%% business executives,

[125 technicians and scientists.

Their party allcgiance was:

538%0 Labour Party.

4% Liberal Party.

2% Communist Party.

The paper in general was read by neither the work-
icg class nor the capitalist class, but rather by the petty
bourgecisie who have formed the backbone of the Zion-
ist movement throughout its history. The preponderance
of Lahour Party supporlers among the nine thousand
sample points to a concentration of pro-Isracli reader-
ship. The advertising of the paper also follows the same
trend, as the bulk of the advertising space of the New
Sratesian is taken up by the small ads and professional
and academic announccments. New Sfalesman Teaders
seem to look ot themselves as some specific species of
animals apd coo to cach other In their small ads.

The new picture was mirrored in the « letters to the
editor » columns. Not until the late thirties did we hegin
1o see any appreciable inteiest in the Palestine question.
There was scarcely a score of letters on the subject
throughout the twentics, and very few of them came
from Jews, During the White Paper controversy of 1931,
there was anly one letter published in comment and it
was signed by the VicePresident of the Jewish National
Fund. The independence of Egypt seemed to occupy the
thoughts of the readers more than any other Middle
Eastern issue. Nevertheless, no one should get the [alse
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impression, normally and often rightly levelled at the
dailies and wecklies, and assume that the New Statesman
Middle Eastern policy was automatically dictated by its
srnall advertisers, readers, directors or even owners, Iis
cditor dealt with the Ereedom of the press and wrote, =1n
this country the newspaper is stronger than any advertis-
ing interest and the view that advertisers regularly dic
tate policy is fallacious,»' This somewhat over-aplimistic
view, modilied by the word «regularlys, must be inspired
by his experience with the New Statesman,

We have seen how the paper opposed Sidney Webb's
White Paper when most he needed its support. From the
very heginning it was agreed to give the editor a [ree
hand in shaping the policies of the magazine. It was
printed nol as 2 commercial enterprise but as a mission-
ary message. No attempt was made to attract advertis-
ing at the expense of the message and the owners were
content v compensate for the annual losses from their
vwr pockets, for two decades, to the tune of £4000 to
6,500 per year rather than do otherwise'* Yet the same
aenerons shareholders could da little to prevail over the
editor, George Bernard Shaw's often cited remark in his
tetter 1o Israe]l Zangwill is worth repeating again:

«My dear Mr. Zangwill. You complain that Sharp
won't print your letter. That's nothing. You are not a
proprietor; 1 am and he won't print my articles.»

Yel to have your policy dictated is a different
matter from having it influenced and we are often prone
1o comfuse the conscious with the unconscious. It is also
a basic element of journalism to keep your customers in
mind all the time.

(117 Clinatlon o Sloelsir, B, The Britisl Froas, Landon, 1946, p 186.
{1¥) Cale, B, po 138,
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In 1931, the Board of Directors decided to amalga-
mate the New Statesman  with  The Nation, Mr, HW.
Messingham's progressive magazine, The amalgamation
did nat just give a boost to the circulation but also intro-
duced a new element into the policies of the old paper.
Sharp’s New Sratespran was noted for its imperialism as
previously discussed, and Shaw was not completely off
the mark when he described the editor as «a Tory in
grain= In contrast, The Norfon was anti-imperialist and
the amalgation of the two produced The New Staresman
and Nation known to my generation as the opponent of
Eritain's mle over Afro-Asia. This happened lo coincide
bappily with the appointment of Kingsley Martin, who
had no stomach for imperialist intrigues, exploitation
und demination. Henceforth, partnership with the colo-
nial peoples was the regular policy line. Gunbhoat diplo-
macy had been really finished for the New Staresiman

Kingsley Martin was a confirmed pacifist and as
such hated Britain's military involvements overseas, As
another disciple of the London Scheol of Economics,
the cost of military comemitments was something which
e watched . carchully and with a worried mind, The
established « Mew Statesmanship » of cost calculalions
was, therefore, more than upheld under his editorship, a
mstter which had a considerable cffect on the policy of
the paper vis-a-vis the Foreign Office and War Olfice
plans For maintaining a chain ol military hases across
the Middle East and Far into the Indian Ocean and the
Pacific. The other idealist component of the «New Slates-
manships, the belief in the League of Nations and then
the United Nations, a ivpically Anglo-Saxen preoccupa-
tion, loomed even more in his deliberations, With the
rise of Fascism and its onslaught on the League of Na-
tions, the question was for the first time posed: Should
the internaticnal urganisation, or its members, intervene
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with its owr armies and enforce its will on the delin-
quent state? This was more of a perplexing quﬂti"tn to
o pecifist like Kingsley Martin. The soul-scarching d.I]E!'f:I-'
ma was resolved by him in favour even of bloodshed in
the cause of international will and law.

Marrin visited Tsrael many times and every lime h!:
visited it he sang high its praises. His pro-fion sentl-
wents are more transparent in his  personal column
. London Diary = This was his chiel introduction to the
paper as soon as he ook it uyer. Unlike the editorials
which represented the collective mind of the New Srates-
wear, London Diary consisted of briel comments and
hearsay episodes presented in a lighthearted persenal
and casnal manner, al the critic's own responsibility
ard authoricy, The Diaries were not always written by
Wim but he pencrally reewrote them or edited them, and
contimmed Lo do so until 1961, olten assisted by Richard
Crossian and Leanard Woolf.” Among other writers of
this weekly feamre was Harold Laski, who together with
surtin and his successor, Paul  Johnson, utilised the
snonlansity of the Diaries (o ventilale strong anti-Arab
opinions

Martin was often described as a man of passion,
where his beliefs were concerned, and behaved with the
dottiness and blindness of the passionate. s love for
lsras] was one of his passions. Having spent so many of
his holidays there, he regretted  the  fact  that Harold
Laski had died without doing the same.

<But if he had gone to Isracl, he would have seen
e dream of his life realised, though imperfectly, and
ac 2 small scale. He would have seen a country which
was both socialist and freedom-loving. s

{11] Martin, K., The Editor, Londen, 1988, pp. 1=11
{141 Martin, ¥, Horold Losky, po 219
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Although Kingsley Martin had resigned in 1961, he
continued to serve his paper as an editorial consultant
and contributor until he died on 18 February 1969, a few
hours before having an interview with President Nasser.
It is an itony of fate that he should collapse and die in a
Cairo hospital and not in an Isracli kibbutz. His last
cuntribution to the Aew Sratesman was carried by the

jnurnal on 31 January, on the man whom he admired
immensely, Mahatma Ghandi.
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v
FAREWELL PALESTINE NATION !

FROM 4075 in 1931, to 9553 in 1932, 30327 in 1933,
47350 in 1934 and 61,854 in 1935 — the figures of Jewish
immigration to Palestine went on rising. Hitler was
daing it all. Palestine looked to both the anti-Semite who
didd not want the Jew to come to his own country, and to
the philo-Semite who wanted to see a home ready in
Palestine in 24 hours to receive an unfortunate Jew, Or
s went the story in London. In Jerusalem, the Arabs
began to realise that cvents had more than justificd
their former fears. The guns were redoaded and the
nights were broken with the sound of fire and the
sereams of the women. The British Government was
racing apainst time to simplify the problem by giving
Palestine wome form of a representative council. The
proposal was strongly resisted by the Zionist side and
those statically minded Arabs who claimed 1o represent
heir people acted in a typical manner which could ohly
load to the abortion of their. last chance to have an
official sav.

Granting the mandated peoples the right lo a rep-
resenlative movernment has been a slogan from which
the Wew Staresman hardly shrank, When the paper took
the Zionist side during the Passfield Paper controversy,
the vne thing in which it did not support the Zionists
was the Government plan to form a legislative council
in Palestice, On 11 April 1936, when the Palestine Go-
vernment reaffirmed its determination to go ahead with
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the plan, the New Staresman published an article com-
menting on the annual eslimates af revenue, The article
criticised the proposed Legislative Council designed o
give the Palestinian Arabs o semimajority in the Cham-
ler, claiming that the arrangement would create hosti-
lity hetween the lwo communities, aLiberty and frater-
nity can only he oblained by egualitys, viz. by making
one Jew equal to twa Arabs. (The Arabs  then formed
twn-thirds of the population.)

The name of the writer was not given and the article
was simply signed « NB. », but the cumulative index of
the paper gave N.B. as Norman Bentwich, the Zionist
spakesman of long standing.

snother unsigned article appeared after the pencral
strike of the Arah workers, The « socialist » paper did
rot tackle the gencral strike as a signilicant proletarian
development in a semifeudal colony,  but the writer
referred to an opinion that the contlict was one hetween
nationalism and internationalism, fo. between the right
of the pative citizens to do what they want with their
country and the right of the international communily to
dispose of anvbody's land as found heneficial to mankind
as @ whole. The nationalism of the Palestinian poople,
or rather Arab Malionalism in aeneral, wos described as
just a form of demagogy influcneed and fanned by
Italian propaganda. Yel, the primary cause of the trow-
ble, the writer admitted, was the Balfour Declapation,
Palectine remained strategically vital for the British Fm-
pirc and Britain must remain there to honour her obli-
sations, Should Jewish immieration  continue at this
cale and the Tews become a majority in Palestine that
would be « not a disaster for mankind nor the Arabs =]

The ahove mentioned article, like most of the other

{1y 3 Mgey 1BSE.
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articles on the subject, persisted in the will-u-the-wisp
of Arab-Jewish co-operatic. Fifteen vears of obyious
Fiascn in this field passed without onc of the New Stares-
waie's experts grappling with anv practical program-
me to promote this co-operation, The Fionists, in gomer-
al. attributed the Tailure ol cooperation to the intrigues
or omissions of the British administration, Having again
reassured ils readers inoan editorial arficle that cvery-
thing rested on achieving co-operalion herween the two
commimities, the paper went on 1o call on the Goverd-
ment io help by creating joint trade unions, Nobody in
the editorial office seemed to have moticed that there
were many joint facilities arovided by the Government
—_ echools for example — which the ¥Vishuf did not want
ta know ahout. The editor qesyred his readers that in
{his spirit of co-operation. the Zionists were egenuine
and persistents.

The editorial comment artracted a few letrers. One
writer reminded the editor that the Histadrut (the Zion
-t trade unipn vrganisation) did pot allow  the non-
Jows to its membership omd that the Arahs were srigo-
rously excludeds,

Shartly afterwards, 11 was Harold bLaski’'s turn 1o
write the London Diary of the 2} Fune issue. He start-
ed by attacking the Government, and warped it that to
stap Jewish immigration wold be simply an attempt
to treat the svmploms and not the canse of the problem.
The cause, as he analvsed 1t, was the anti-Tewish preju-
dice of the British officials, the weakness of the British
Government in handling the Palestinians and the fen-
dalism of the Arabs. This was, in fact, the official posi-
tion of the Jewish Agency.

A few months before the publication of the repnr'r._cr["
the Peel Commission which recommended the partition
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of Palestine, the New Stafesman carried an article, on
19 September, recommending the cstablishment of a
JTewish state in part of Palestine, By then, such a salution
wis an open secret and Chaim Weszmann himsell was
consulted an it. For the first time the paper took note of
the resurgent Arvab nationaliam of the Palestinians and
Wrole:

« Today they (the Arvab nationalists) speak as the
represenlatives of the preat majority i not the whole, of
the Arab population, Moslem and Christian, [t is neither
here nor there to say that they are deluding their follow-
ers, or that the agitation is emotional and oot rational.
The same things have been said of every nationalistic
mavement (take Ireland, India and Egypt a8 cxamples in
vur recent history); the movement is none the less real
and formidahle for that.»

The cherished ides of the « Palestine Nation = is now
dropped, and for pood. The Arabs and Jews should
follow their own tracks in their separate domains.

The report of the Peel Commission® was dealr with
bw Mostyn Lloyd, the paper’s sub-editor for international
affairs. In an article carricd on 17 July 1937, CM.
Lloyd welcomed the recommendation for partition, hut
he expanded it by arguing that New Jerusalem shoold
alzo go to the Jewish state. In regard to the other recom-
mendation vis-awis the economic  absorbtion criteria,
Lloyd supported Chaim Weizmann in his prolest against
this test applied to the number of  permitied Jewish
immtigrants,

The partition plan, however, proved to be a non-
starter and the paper had to content itsclf with the
repeated appeals to the Government to uphold its obli-
gations by keeping Palestine open to Jewish immigration

(2] Cad. 5578, LBET.
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reanrdless of the wishes of the indigenous population.
Thix was the rallying cry for the attack on LhE'.I 193?
White Paper which restricted the influx of Jewish J.I:I:II.TYII-
grants to a level which wiould have p1m-mz.tn:-:1_1h¢?m .1.1".5111
ever achieving a majority in Palestine. Ben Gurion .ut..-I-u_l-
ad soon after World War 11 had been declared, T.hail il 1z
Jews would fight in the war as il there were no ".".1'!1143
Paper and [ight the White Paper as if there were o war,
So did the New Statesman. Throughout the war it at-
tacked the embargn, appealed for the Ere-:a entry of the
illepal immigrants and treated  the 1:-".-'1151:: Papet as ..;
breach of promise, a piece of inhumanily and an iliega
[ Lo D T8

This was a time when something more 5_5.1153'r.::r WES
threatening the very life of the lows in un-;}par:r.l E.ump_a:.
The paper lumed s cyes closely to Lt'.v;l Resistance I'f'lm-'h-
ment on which it became an authorifative source on
the one hand, and on the other a testimory of faith and
Lope in the hands of the Resistance fighters as 'r]:luy.-
crouched in their underground hideouts. \\'hal*. thc ﬁwt_'.-
Sraresman wrote was translated into the various coreli-
nental languages and  distribured xec:r:ﬂ_g.r. The m.r.u][_
was still a closer apprectation of the ]I:uhght. n::rf Tewry
ond the menscing possibilities of  anti-Semttism. The
srories of moving Jewish tragedics and heroism stream-
cd into Mo, 10 Great Turnstile whilst the attempts to
secape and scek 2 new lease of file in Palestine .=_|r|_'|115.-:.'r.1
the sympathy of all the leading papers. When th.c war
ended with thousands of Displaced FPersons, iiwas
inewitable, in view ol its trend, for the .m-:.,,. .‘fr_-.;.-r_-z.l_-‘r.wi-z L
champion their cause and see that su-l:a.'h.'.d justice was
dane for them. There was 8 new pro-Ziopist dimension
added to the mind of the editor as he :iumr.nr:d. up his
urderstanding of the post-war Palestine queshion in these

words:
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« For the Jewish people, the return to Palestine was
the eternal dream: Zionists had two generations of
strenuzous work behind them, and sinee 1918 they had
relied on the Labour Pariy's specific pledge to give
reality 1o the Mandate™s obligation to establish a Jewish
Mational Home in Palestine. If cver there was a mioment
when they might expect priovity for their claim, that
moment had arrived. Six million European Jews had
heen murdered in cold blood by Hitler. The remainder
had lost their homes, their livelihood, and all prospect of
return to a normal existence in Europe, The Arab coun-
tries had done little to earn the gratitude of the Western
allies 1n the war,, .

The paper made no independent  enquiry on the
subject and relied in its judgements on the reports and
commentaries of its pro-Fionist informers Who was better
placed on this subject than they were? Therefore, It was
to Jon Kimche (the ulira-Zionist journalist), Aubrey Eban
{later on Abba Eban, the Israeli Foreipn Minister) and
Arthur Koestler, that the paper turned for opinions on
the Middle East. The wellrecognised, often  [renzied
enthusiasm ol the Zionists made it impossible for any
apinion other than theirs to be audibly bheard in the in-
ternational forum. Tt was only years after the events of
1946/47 that we heard what a little place Palestine had
actually accupicd in the minds of the Jewish Displaced
Persons.’

As it happened, the slogan of {orging a Palestine
WNation of Jews and Arabs was then finally laid in its
grave. A Jowish Palestine, or a Jewish part of Palestine
became the Middle BEastern «Mew Statesmanships,

{3} Martin, Farcld Lesky, p, 206
(4] For foll account of this story ses Liltenthal, A M., Wha! Price
Iaragel ¥, Chicngao, 1553,
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VI
LABOUR AND THE MIDDLE EAST

5 must
1HE PRESENT STORY of the New .'Errza._lz.:rjmrz .
incvilably lead us to the history of the Hrm;tp L=1|I:Fu£
Party, as the periodical aradually hLLam: more identifie
with this, if anything, than with Fahianisni.

The Lahour Parly has an uneven history i mgard to
he Palestine issue. Unlike the Tories ansl 'rhn_ Liberals,
the Labourites had very little te do with the ]'-.-Tn_ir_{la Easl
unli] 1630, Tt is true that they did have one minister in
the War Cabinel which made the Balfour Dr.:c[aratlcf]_1i
but Mr, George Barnes was by no means all mﬂulen'r.:t
member of the Cabinet or particularly Imh:rest{-:d in the
Tewish question. He nevertheiess cast ]'I.!I-!i vote 1 'I:IELWLIET
of the Neclaration without any hesitation! Yet HI':_ h!]i
asutohingraphy, Barpes interpreted  what  the .}3-_1:'[1;.:
promised as no morc than an asylum Ec_n- the Jews in |
Holy Land without  giving them «a ripht to rule the

cointry s’

Yet, this expedient act of imperial Britain, casal
snd insignificant as it secmed to George Barnes, was
destined to pather a momentum of iL.E' owin and generate
a pro-Zion sentiment within the B::':tmh Lahour move-
ment. Roughly a month after the issuc al the Balfour
Neclaration, the special conference of lhs:_I_a.he:nur P::gr.jy
approved the War Alms Memorandum which advocated,

Steln, p- 476
11 According to Welzmbhn's papers ::ited. (het 5
IEEE: Barnirs, g. From Workshop to War Catdnel, Londod, 19E.
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iter alia, the liberation of Palestine from the oppressive
sovernment of the Turk m order that the country might
wform a Freo State under inderpational pudrantes, (o
which such of the Jewish people as desire to do so may
return and may work oul their own salvation free from
interference hy thase of alien race or religions” Indeed,
nore of the Labour documents compiled by Mr, 5. Lev-
enberg in his Lobour Policy on Palestine went back to a
date preceding the issue of the Declaration. However, the
Wi Alms Memorandum was First drafted and circulated
i Aupust, some lwo months before Balfour’s formal
izsue. There had been, in fact, a2 wind of chanpe already
sweeping over the socialist scene, namely, the wind of
nationalism, The ouibreak of the Great War and the
failure of the socialist doctrine to infuse its faithful with
gullicienl will to stand azainst the nationalist fervour of
their respective warring countries in that great impe-
rialist squabble, dampened the spiric of internationalism,
and threw overboard the [olly masts of the Second Inter
natipnal which stcod so much apainst the attractions of
Ffionism among the poorcr Jowish masses.

Atter years of Frastration, the hour struck for the
Finmists to penctrate the adamant socialisl movernent,
Tarid then, Fionism was al:u:'r!-:ﬂ'rc:d as a reactionary, im-
periadist und bourpeots allair, and the three attempts
made by Poale Zink {the Laboor wing of the Zionist move
ment} o join the International Socialist Burcau were
curtly rejected before the war. The collapse of the inter-
national spirit paved the way for Poale Zion during the
war 1o penstrate first the Dutch and  Scandinavian
socialist parbics. In Britain, the Jewish National Labour
Council was cicated and  manazed to recruil  sixlesn
Tewizh trade unions by the end of the war! In 1917, the

(31 Tesxt In Levenbers B, Dabowr Policy on Palestize, London, 1354
(£) Gopdmar, I'., Somism in Deglend, Londan, poo48, 1048
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Stockholm Peace Manifesta of the Delegations of MNeutral
Socialist Parties was issued, calling  for, amung ather
things, autonomy for the Jewish communities whv._ﬂ':wcr
they happened to be. It also called for the protection of
Jewish colonisation in Palestine. The Secomd Inzorna-
tional, by then a delunct organisation, welcomed Poale
Fiom Lo its ranke, Undoubtedly, the socialisl moveinent
hed heen affected by the anti-Semitic  outrages r:nf the
Firsl World War as il was more recently affected curing
the Second Waorld War,

The new position gave meny & rostiam o the Zionist
spokesmen in the cxpansive arena of the labour -
ment, and they used their opportunties o the full. Since
then, the labour parlies of Burcpe and America h.-z_wr.-
generally sympathised with the aspirations l__wL the Jewish
sational Home and Isracl, The disproportionale repre
sentation of the Jewish communitics in such frale_mal
parties, understandable from any group sullering I-;jum
racial or religious prejudice and sometimes persecution,
helped i influencing their policies un the Jewish national
guesiion.

The British Labour Party received an added nnpetus
irom the fact thal it was Britain who promised the Jews
4 home in Palesting, and it was Britain who eccupicd Pal
cetine and received its Mandate on the basis of underwril-
ing the Jewish National Home, To the British Lﬁbnlur
Party, Poale dion affiliated itsell as the «Jewish Socialist
Labour Partys, to which many prominent members of
{he Lahour Party belopged. Practically in every annual
conlerance, one }'netmhur or another of Poale Zion {like
Mr. Maurice Roselte, Mr. Kaplansky and Mr. Pomeranz,
t: pame a few) submitied or seconded a prodion n:scuhf-
tion. Such resolutions were always passed, olien unani-
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mously and sometimes even swithout discussions.* Typ
ical is the unadvised manner in which the Mational Exec-
utive secured the adeption by the 1944 Party Conference
of the [amous resolution which included sucl far-reachs
ing wards as sLet the Arabs be encouraged to move oul
2= Lhe Jews move ins. The Jewish leaders, including Ben
Gurion, had to dissociate themselves from it

Some delegates often spoke  violently against the
Arahs. The Palestinian « insurgents » were described as
terporistss and « [endal landlords . Henry Snell {later
Lord Snell}, al one time the Fabian Secretary ol the Lon-
Jdon School of Economics and an associate  of Harold
Easki, put the whole responsibility for the Palestine imp-
qsse and the 1929 riots upon the head of the Mufii and the
Arahs when he represented the Labour Party in the 1U30
Royal Commission on Palestine. A simnilar story may bhe
traved in repard to the trade union movement, 1n the
field of information, the Palestine Labour Studies Group
militated for the cause. Inone of its Eracts, D, A.
Sehwadron dealt with the Arab  opposition under the
title =Avab Imperialisme.

For a pood many years, the official line of the Party,
however, remained cautious, as Leonard Slein described
i\ — or indeterminate, as Christopher Sykes would have
it. Another early document on this question  was the
letter which was addressed by Ramsay MacDonald Lo the
Jewish workers in  Palestine on 3 March 1922 «The
cicess of Palestines, the Labour leader wrote, « depends
ypon the development of Palestinian life and on the par-
ucipation in this preat work both of Jews and Arabss.”

16 Levenhorg, Drilish Loboor Polich oi Pulestine: alsg  Level-
burg, The Jaws and Palestine, Lomdon, 140,

{61 Sykes, ., Oross Foads fo Jarceel, London, 1968, p. 313

(71 Cltatlon in Levenherg, Brilish Labour Pelicy  on Poleading,
p. 120
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Palestinian life is evocative of the Palestine nation of the
Mew Sratesean,

Against the massive pro-Zionist influence on socialist
thought, there was a small Arab voice, indeed no Arab
voice, to counteract it, Reminiscing about the Passfield
controversy already dealt  with above, Beatrice Webb
wroto:

«Roused by the wagic happenings in Palestine there
have buzzed around him Jews and the admirers of Jews,
great and small, in a state ol violent grief and agitation
demanding revenge and compensation. It is noteworthy
that no representative of the Arabs — not even a casual
sdmirer ol the Arabs — has appeared on the scene,

o1 admire Jews and dislike Arabs. Bur the Zionisl
Covernent seems to me a gross violation of the right of
the native to remain where he was born and his father
and grandfather were born — if there is such a right. To
talk about the return of the Jows to the land of their inher-
itance aller an absence of 2000 years seems lo me sheer
nonsense and hypocritical nonsense. "

The second paragraph is quuted to point o the other,
alder school of socialist thought which frowned on na-
tionalism. To this leftist school, another faction of right-
wing labour members was sporadically joined lo create
the anti-Fionist proupings of the Labour Party. It so
happened that the [uture of Palestine twice fell into
the hands of such groups, [irst when Sidney Webb
became Colonial  Secretary and  second when Ernest
Bevin hecarme Foreign Secretary. Both werc naturally
accused of anti-Semitism.

The anti-Zionist right-wing was galvanized towards

(81 DHaries, p. 2I1T.
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the end of World War 11 when Britain became heavily in
debt and needed all the resoutces of the empire to keop
her poing. The Forcign Secretary estimaled that the
living standard of the British people would drop by 23%
if thoy were forced Lo abandon the Middle Fast. Yet it
wae Britain’s future in this arca which became seriously
threatened, Her military stall evolved their plans around
the idea of keeping a military presence on both sides of
Sinai, The perpetuation of the British rule over Palestine
-nd in{luence in Egvpt and Iraq became integral parts of
this strategy, Winning the good will af the Arabs was
necessary, not enly for such a regional arrangement, bt
also for the flow of the valuable, yet cheap, Arab oil. It
was unforlunate for the Labour Party to lind irsell bur-
dened with such a stratepy just when the Zionists wanied
Palestine most. The clash became unavoidable.

On the other side of the Labour Party, there emerged
o leFtist [action around the «Keep Left Groups of which
Richard Crossman was a leading  spokesman and the
Mew Statesmar a valuable platform.  In international
affairs, the group called for the liquidation of the impc-
rialist framework, and cocperation with, rather than sus-
picion of, the Soviet Union, The oligarchies, rajahs,
pashas and sheikhs were vehemently attacked. s Ever since
19185, Richard Crossman, the leading exponent, wrote in
1956 in the New Statesman, «The Foreign Office had
feund that the cheapest way 1o run the Middle East and
safepnard our oil supplies was to maintain the dynasties
and ruling cliques and play them ofl against each other
by a judicious mixture of bullying and appeasements.
Crossman was therefore forced to engage in a long feud
wilh Frnest Bevin as far back as 1945 and lose no oppor-
tunity to assail Bevin's subservience to American capital-
e and adhercnce 1o such Teactionary concepts as the
British Empire. Tt was such slogans which attracted the
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left-wing intellectuals  of the Arab world 1o the New
Sigtesman.

That was the time when the Fipnist orpanisation was
changing horses, As it had shifted its weight from Berlin
1 Landon with the rise of England’s star, it now shifted
fromn London to Washington  with the rise of Amer
sea's star. The opposition of the Foreign Spcretary  to
be demands of the Jewish Agency to admit the Tewish
Displaced Persons to Palestine was, therctore, answered
bw the one war cry of the Yishuf, »Down with British
Imperialism’s All those who wanted to see British imgpe-
sl demination over the Middle East brought to an end
sppreciated the value of the Yighu cry from the Krem-
lin ta Holbern. Thus, an additional bridge between Lion-
iam and the left was built,

The Arab governmenls, on the other hand, were
content to see their lands garrisoncd by the British Army
and their skies dominated by the RAF, For years, they
had remained unahle (o recognise the Soviet Union, and
had enlv established diplomatic relations with Moscow
during the war at the behest of their Brilish advisers,
Marxiem - and socialism wens treated as  criminal
hlasphemiss punishable by death, Many parts werc still
ruled by sultans and mediacval autocrats. They certainly
had nothine Lo show comparable with the Kibbuizim, the
Histadrt, the Va'ud Lewmi and the various experiments
o collectivisation and communal life, whose superficial
manifestations appeared 5o commendahle (o western
liberal eyes.

a5 auilined above, Kingsley Martin was critical ol
the British Empire and suspicious of its overseas military
commitmenis. His paper pointed out in 1947 that
Palestine was costing the Treasury £100 million a year.
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Britain, the editor observed, was no longer eapable of
shouldering such burdens and the only thing lelt {or her
was to pack up her military bases and invite the United
States to take some of the responsibilities of the Middle
Last in return For a share in the minerals of the area,
which American capital was willv-nilly poing to carve up.
The Soviet Union could not be kept out of the arca for
pver either. To sum up, a new Middle East must be
created, or be allowed to create itself. Mot through the
some glasses did the Foreign Office look at the map, and
the wedse between the Laboor Government and the New
Sratesman stuck fast.

The serious guarrel erupted over the admittance of
the Jewish refugees to Palestine, Leaving the imperialist
izsue aside, the Attlee Government found itself bound
by the 1232 White Paper which had severely restricled the
entry of the Jlews, whereas the New Srafesman had
never treated the paper as a legal document, Furthermare,
the journal found the Government in breach of the long
standing commitment of the Labour Party to the canse
of Fion, In this respect, the Attlee-Bevin axis was pitifully
undermined by the 1944 resplution. With the approval of
the United Mations General Assembly of the partition
recommendation, the paper was lell wilh nothing bul to
throw its enlire weight behind the Fionist cffort.

it

VII
PARTITION

4% THE HOUR ol reckoning drew mearer, a serics 11:|-f
articles were carried by the New Staresmadn, and I.Jlk:wrsa
by all ather pericdicals, on the Arab-Zionist conflict and
the Middle East as a whole, Although the paper
represented the mon-mperialist school U{I. 1ab-:.:-u1' am'l.
voiced the opinion of the keep Left Group, Ilh.nz interests
of Britain remained something sacred. Maurice Ed-::_!nmn
MR the fricnd and biographer of Ben Ciurion, puhhlshur]
cwe articles on 5 & 12 July 1947 on «0il and Itlu: Middle
East» His concluding article affirmed, «10 retain a proper
share of Middle East oil, and not let cither the USA,
kussia or the Arab States crowd us out, must be a
principal objective of cur policys.

Pussia's chances of crowding Britain out were
qesessed in another article, «The Arab Waorld and Russias,
commissioned from the Arab experl on the I'rlif:]die East,
Professor Albert HHourani, Where the paper differed from
he Artlec-Devin sroup was in the matter of ways anel
means. A tharough review ol the situation was made on
34 Mav 1947 under the heading of «Mr, Bowin and !he
Middle Easte, in which the paper argued with the Foreign
Sccretary, Ernest Bevin, ard his colleagues on the
essential noed for the Arab world and its resolrces. T.ht
guestion, the writer asked, was whether Bevin's policy
of maintaining a military presence in the area weakened

(17 It was reported that Ancurio Brvan flirted with the ides ot
{aking over the journal at one Bings.
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or strengthened British interests. Alter discussing
Britain's military capacitics, the article came lo the
conclusion that Britain could not shoulder the tasks
involved. A gradual withdrawal would be the wisest thing
to do, but it would be commendable if the great powers
could bring themselves 1o apree on preventing aggression
in the area and raising the level of the indipenous peoples.
Towards the laller aim, the Buphrates Valley Authority
end the Jordan Valley Aothorily {a pel Zionist project)
might be developed. As far as Palestine was concerned
Brifain should withdraw forthwith, otherwise the
military cost of the country would wipe out all the oil
revenues reaped by Britain from lrag and Persia lor
many vears. IL was a «Stalesmanishe essay in true form.

The call for the withdrawal of the British Army
became an official New Statesiman ling in an editorial
which described, on 19 July 1947, the attempt to stay in
Gara as a ruinous policy. But the paper remained
imperialistic. in its final reckoning and may he gquite
salely described as an early pioneer of what is now
called neo-colonialism. | Althoush oo mililary’ presence
should be arranged in Gaza, Britain still had interests in
Lhe area in view ol the rumoured possibility of discover-
ing oil there. Gaza should therefore be put =nominallys

under King Ahdullah® — the protégé of Britain,

On 3 May 1947, the Palestine question was discussed
on its own in another unsigned article. The writer saw
the conllict as one between the great powers and which
would be solved on that basis, rvegardless of the Arab
fellakin and the Jewish refugees. America did not want
to carry the burden and was therefore disposed to give
the British a loan to do just that, The Labour Government

(2) Editorinl om 13 November 1348,

L8

iself had no desire to give Palestine to the Arabs but to
keep it safe lor Britain. America, thercfare, would be
delighted ro see her ally in this situation and thus start
+booing the British [rom the gide liness, The Government
should not be taken in and must hasten to wlthdr_aw,
whatever the United Nallons might or might not de.n:ndc.
The only practical solution actually left was 1o divide
the country, either by an illegitimate partition thmugh
the mighil ‘of the Jewish Haghana or by & 1cg|llfna1:c
partition approved and supported by the international
COmMTnUniry-

One of the fow articles which was published under
Pichard Crossman's name hefore the establishment of
Jeracl was carried by the New Stafeswman on 4 Tanuary.
The article, entitled «Silver Imperialisme, revealed a deep
knowledse of the inner deliberations and organisation of
Ziomist policy-making, bul Mr. Crossman reached the
strange conclusion thar American Jewish pressure was
being brought to hear on the Zionist leat:!crs s0 as to
make the Jewish National Home an extension of Ameri-
can Jewish influence. Therefore, Britain should anslt.:l]'E
thal by couperating with the Tewish leaders in Palesling,
namely Ben Gurion, Weizmann and Shertock, and !;1'EE1.
them «as Ministers of a Jewish State in part of Palestiner.

Britain finally referred its Mandale to the United
Mations as the successor to the League of Mations, Iszl
M. Crossman became a member of the United Nations
special Commission on Palestioe, which recommended
the parlition of the country. This was approved by the
LN, General Assembly after some considerable American
pressure put on those states which Fell within L'fhs
American sphere of Influence, mainly the Latin American
countries. The New Statesman ventured to attack the
BEC for repeating the same allegation on the air and
went on to advise the British Government to implement
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the 1.M. decision in an orderly manner:

«Mr. Bevin can so organise the evacualion as 10
assist the two nations in establishing the machinery of
povernment in their respective aveas. Un the other hand,
he can so oroanise it as 1o intensily confusion. In the
Former case he will, in fact, he imposing partition al the
very last moment and in the most difficult circumstances;
in the latter, he will be destroving Palestine, presumably
in the hope of therchy winning the approval of the Arab
League, That this hope is vain is proved by the statement
of the Secretary General condemning British pusillan-
imity in the slrongest terms.s”

Mr. Bevin's reluctance to follow any  course that
mizght have brought an orderly hand to the proceedings
intensified the paper’s feud with the Foreign Office. Its
projected plans for the Arah world came under fire in
an article published, on 13 March 1948, under the heading
« Anglo-Arab Treaties ». The writer accused the British
Government of putting down the Kurdish revolt in Trag
and sacrilicing the interests of Britain everywhere for no
other reason than to curcy favour with the Arabs and
win their approval, This, the writer concluded, was a
forlern hope, The Aew Ststesman was quile correct on
the last mentioned point. As a witness on this particular
slage, the present writer remembers that there was a
much stronger feeling against  British Imperialism, at
least in Trag, than against Zionism, and it is very much
doubted that the Arabs in general would have accepted
the exploitation of the oil companies and the presence of
the British soldiers in return for British help in Palestine.

Bevin's uncertainty in his thesis, and the destruction
of his Anglo-Iraqi friendship treaty which must have

[3) & December 1947,

chaken his conbidence, contributed o his confused
handling of the issue. The New Stafesntar itself could
not see its way clearly in the muddle which prevailed
until the outhreak of the first Arab-Tsraeli war in May
1948, The paper did not helieve Mr, Bevin in his resolve
lo pull ol of Palestine. This was hluffing, As Britain was
poing to stay there, it should use its army to defeat the
forces of the Mufti and impose on the Arabs the UN.
partition, Britain should also prevent the Arab Legion of
Transjordan  from intervening. The only ohstacle to
peace, ihe paper reiterated vet again, was the British
advisors who did not allow Abdullah o nepoliate peace
with Ben Gurion.

tn another article, the journal called on Britain to
withdraw and leave the Arabs and Jews to partition the
country de facto, The Jews would then negotinte with the
Arahs a final settlement. In other instances, an inter-
national police force was envisaged to supervise the
withdrawal and enforce the UM, partition. Part af the
confused approach to the method might have bean also
due to the paper's uncertainty in resard to Lhe military
halance. [t seems to have underestimated the power of
the Jews, like most other ohservers, and judged that the
Yishn would he able to defend their own part, but not
indefinitely.

The outbreak of the official war put the New Stares-
s solidly hehind the Maghaia; the war was likened
lo the Spanish Civil War; the Jews with the Republicans;
Ben CGurion with Churchill. The Palestinians were
described by Crossman as pilferers demolishing « as
thoroughly as Arabs in the past demaolished Roman cities
and crusader castles », In reviewing Koestler's Promise
and Fulfillment, Leonard Woolf called on the British
Government to espouse the cause af Isracl and give up
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the Arabs" «dead horses,

A more important ingredient of tlis partiality was
the data sources, Coverage of the British parliamentary
debales was lelt to Maurice Edelman. Ficld reporls from
the Middle East were tlaken from Jon Kimche and
Richard Crossman. Out ol the four articles published for
Kimche, three were on Israel and one on Syria, During
the first flare up of the war, the paper had three des
patches on the progress of hostilities from correspondents
an the Zionist side; none came from the Arab side.

Soon after the ceasefire, Crossman travelled o Pal
estine and sent a series of despatches in which he
described Israel as the only sovialist seate and a Middle
Eastern Switzerland, Ile advised the British Government
la loak at the Jewish State as an ally in the work of
reconstructing  the  Middle East  and  combating
conununism. He summed up the position of the Govern:
ment of Ben Gurion as quite penerous in regard to the
horders, provided that Britain would leave Jordan and
allow Isracl to develop the Fertile Crescent.

During the 1947-8 crucial months, no Arab or friend
of the Arabs was allowed to put the apposite view to the
readers of the New Statesman, There were at the time in
London al least two Arab scholars of some prominence,
namely, Edward Ativah and  Albert Hourani. But the
commentaty on the Arab world was left to Abba Eban.
Albert Hourani, however, was invited to write on the
dangers of communism and Scviet penelralion thresten-
ing the Arabs. But the paper was more than fair in its
publication of letters to the editor. Strangely encugh
there were only nine letters in 1947 dealing 5p|:n:if1'-|:aih
with the Palestine question as such. Three of them
supported the Arab side and two the Zioanist side. There
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was also o long letter 1o a parent of a British soldier in
Palestine, wrilten by Arthur Koestler with highly emotive
words* Mr. Koestler declared in this letter that he
supported the terrorist activities of the Livust under-
arpund organisations against the British scrvicemen in
Palestine, and went on to explain his support by telling
the story of lis own family and the German gas chambers.
The letter aroused many comments. Two letters crificising
Roecstler's analysis were published, so was o brief letter
by Fdward Ativah puiling the Arab point of wiew,

The fighting ended with the collapse of Lhe Arab
armies, and the New Statesman hailed the triumphs of
the Hushana and the Isracli armed forces. Mooy lands
allocated by the United Narions to the Arabs werc
conguered and occupied by the Tsraclis. The paper told
the British Government, on 27 November, not to complain
if the Jews decided to remain in those territories and
hold on to the stalus qua. The Bernadotte plan, initiated
hy the United Nations as a settlement, strongly resisted
by the Israclis, was dead and the only thing Ikt for
[ritain was to sign with Israel a treaty of alliance (13
Novernber), Otherwise, the paper maintained sealed lips
on the question of the borders throughoul the weeks in
which the question was heatedly discussed and contested,
The exadus of the Palestinian relugees was pleasantly
mentioned in one editorial as ene of Israel's victories.
The final armistice agreements which planted the very
seeds of perennial bloodshed and periodic wars, were
welcamed and their author, Dr. R. Bunche, conpratulated.
The agrcements added some five thousand square
Litometers to Lsrael in excess of what the United Nations
had allocated for it. The editorial comments on the
cettlement mentioned the refugees at the bottom of the

(4] 1 Aupust 1947
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column in a paragraph of eighteen lines.

The attitude of the New Statesman  towards the
United Nations descrves some attention at this juncture.
As mentioned in the preceding papes, respect for inter-
national law and authority and solidarity with the League
of Mations remained basic tensts of the «Mew States-
manship». The editor, Kinpsley Martin, went as far as to
upt for the use of violence in enforcing the authority of
the League of MWations rather than see any state flouting
itg resolutions, In the era of the United Nations, the New
Stafesman followed the same line and censured any
country acting in violation of the international will.

Part of its arpument against the Arahs was that they
were defving the U.N. decision to divide Palestine. In the
aftermath of the war, it was Israel's turn to violate the
decision and seize lands which were not alloetted to her, a
matter which has never heen legalised by the UN. The
General Assembly also voted [or the return of the refugees
i their former homes in &8 resolution whose renewal has
become an annual routine procedure. The New Stateswan
for the first time found itsell compelled to turn its hack
on its cherished Faith. Tt treated the ceasefire border
scttlement as final and the [UN. compromise plan of
Count Bernadotte as irrelevant. On the refugees it said
thal, with the exception of the land-owning farmers, they
should all be resettled in the Arab  countries® The
commenl on the Jerusalem status is perhaps the worst
instance of succumbing 1o Fionist inffuence. The Haoly
City was singled out hy the U.N. partition resolution to
go under UN, administration as an infernational enclave.
(Many people still believe that this ought to have been the
case, and indeed that it ought to be now in view of the

(85 23 Aprll 148
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inherently international significance of the city.) The inter-
nationalist paper, however, wrote in its editorial of 23
April that the United Nations muh:.l not pmt:u.t Iihe holy
places hetter than the lwo respective stales. This was a
nasition e which we soon became accustomed, Whenever
the United Mations voted against Israel {and there are
aver 70 U.N. resolutions standing against Isvael® — proh-
ably the highest figure for any country) the New SIIH.I'L'.S-
wan [ound something wrong with the United Nations.
This was made more explicit after the 1867 war os we

shall discuss later.

i Lhezs in Tha Dinided ho-
(6% A brief stwdy of resalublons g ghven
st fiown and the Palesling Qusstion, Arab League Ofice. Londen,
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VIII
THE SUEZ AFFAIR

EACH of the three aggressors in the 1936 invasion against
Egypt had reasons for the war extending far beyond the
nationalization ol the Suez Canal. France had its trouble
with Egypt's support lor the Algerians; Britain had its
frustrations in Baghdad, Amman and Arabia on account
of Nasser; Israel had its shipping blocked by Egvpl.
During the 1955 election, Ben Gurion made the opening
of the Gulf of Agaba his platform, He won and became
premier. A frenzied campaign for the acquisition of arms
was then launched and plans for the invasion of Sinai
were brought up to date. Kingsley Martin soon visited
Tel Aviv and returned with fresh ideas oo the Middle
East, In his London Diary, he condemned any supply of
arms to Egvpt, «We scem (o be within smelling distance
of the old merchants of deaths, he wrote in his true paci-
fist vein.! But a dilferent story came from his pen in a
sipned article, «Can Israel Survive?s in which the chief
editor called for a speedy supply of arms to the Jewish
State. He summed up the opinions of the Israeli politi-
clans whom he met and concluded that there was going
to be war, Israel was still flourishing. but the Arab
blockade was undermining its economy and must be
brought to an end? Martin's call for the armament of
Ierael was reaffirmed in another article which appealed
for the maintenance of peace in the area by maintaining

113 28 Januntry 1858.
{23 T Junuary 1658,
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an arms halance through satisfying Israel’s requirements
of arms. By this date, Gaitskell was elected as leader of
the Labour Parly and the writer hastened to congratulate
him and praise his good gualities, among which were
athe way he harried the Government over the supply of
arms to Epyple, The article also called For withdrawal
from the Baghdad Pact and an invitation to the Soviet
Union to share the responsibility lor the maintenance of
peace in the Middle East,

The Baghdad Pact was a variation on the Bevinite
theme of alliance with the Arabs against communism.
Such an alliance, the Forcign Ollice deemed, was impos-
sible whilst the Arabs remained as bitter as cver about
Israel, Anthony Eden, therefore, projected an  Arab
settlement with the Jewish state based on some border
readjustments including a corridor belween Epypt and
Jurdan, and the compensation or return of the refugees.
Eden's peace was conseguently resisted by Tel Aviv and
with it the Baghdad Pact, its raison d'8lre, was criticised.
Eden's ideas found echoes in one despatch [rom Jordan
published by the New Stefesman. Tts  Jewish  writer,
Naomi Mitchison, described the plight of the Palestinian
refupees and held the Zionists as the accomplices. Peace,
the correspondent observed, could only be achieved by
allowing some of the refugees to go back to their former
homes, paying compensation to the others, and amending
the existing ceasefire lines, in return for a partial opening
of the borders,

This was a freak article. In gepneral, the magazine
maintained an opinion diametrically opposed 1o that of
the Forcign (Office. The Baghdad Pact was attacked, so
was Britain’s wishful thinking lo appease the Arabs at
the expense of Israel, Britain's reliance on the royalist
regimes was scorned in the same breath as the royalist
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regimes’ dependence on the advice of the Foreign Office.
During the same period, the paper alse voiced its
strongest attack on the deeds of the French Government
— «the Guvernment by Piracys as it called it — in North
Africa. Tt appealed to the socialists of Britain to apply
pressure on their French colleagues to solve the Algerian
problem with courage.

Against this background, the more progressive Arab
slates, mainly Egypt, received the blessings of the paper.
In a long article which Mr, Crossman wrole in comment
o the Suer crisis, he summed up his attitude o what
was soon known as Nasserism. Under the heading
«Supz: The Lesson [or Socialistss, he wrote, on 8
September:

«Why was it possible for Labour to quit India with a
stroke of pen and not the Middle East? Tt is because in
India there was overt colonialism. In the Middle East it
is covert, insidious, through dynasties and ruling cligues,
through a mixture of bullying and appeasement. This
would collapse if Britain withdrew, It obstrucied
development of democracy. The Junta of Egvpt
challenged the set up. Is MNasser a Nazi, a [ascist, a
communist ar a democrat? The same question could be
asked about Kemal. The answer is that both men wero
ready to accept ideas, money and arms from any guarter
in order to modernise their countries, raise their lving
standards and free them from western imperialism... The
Foreign Office attitude to Nasser has been the traditional
mixture of threats and appeascment. When he remained
quiet, his demands were disregarded. When he made a
moderate nuisance of himself, hiz demands were
concoded. =

Crossman went on to describe the Western, or rather
the Labour, position vis-a-vis Masser as one of ambiva-
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lence. They welcomed his break with a corrupt  and
decadent past but they were afraid of his totalitarianism
and threats to Isracl. They wanted to help his regime
which for the lirst time for centuries had shown concern
for the fellah, «but we are doubtful whelher Nasser may
not [orget his social goals and mercly lry Lo create a
phoney kind of Bgyptian Empires. To get rid of the
ambivalence, he advised, they had to ask themsclves
whether Britzin was in charge of the Arabs or of guiding
them to democracy. This was too late, Hritain must
withdraw completely as a matter of soclalist principle
arcl esafeguard the oils. Yet, oil should be allowed to
nationalise with Britain retaining ils marketing. Nasser
should also be allowed to have his Suez Canal and the
best thing for Britain to do would be to settle with him.

Crossman’s key word in summing up the attitude of
his sovialist colleagues' « ambivalence » has been the
quality often attributed to them by the Arabs, but the
Arabs, having no equivalent in their language 1o
sambivalencee, called it =double standards, T].IE:}" TR k-
tain that British socialists may oppose any racial policy,
werritorial aggrandisernent or defiance of the UN., except
when it is ellected by Israel. Nothing should be accepted
if it is disadvantageous lo her. Thus it was that lan
Mikardo had to  po oul of his way to explain  that his
oppusition (o Ben Gurion's onslaught on Sinai was dune
iir the interests of Tsrael.

A slight tainl of ambivalence appeared in a different
article by G.DH. Cale: «Midway Thoughts on Suezs. He
started his arlicle by reaffirming his position as  an
international socialist. NWasser, he said, had the right,
according to international law, Lo nationalise the Sues
Canal. Where he went wrong was in denying the Canal to
Tsraeli shipping. The crisis, however, was not related 1o

80

the Canal, but to the vengeance of France because of
Algeria, the vindictiveness of Britain because of the
Baghdad Pact and the fear of the West from the supply
of Soviel arms and the penetration of the Soviet Union
into the area. Simultaneously, there was a nationalist
movement rising in the Middle East against the West.
Socialists should support this movement because 1t was
strugpling against imperialism, but  they should also
walch it in case it turned to aggression and xenophobia.
Nealing with the question of Israel he wrote:

#1t is casy to sec why the nationalists of the Middle
Basl acutely dislike having the indepcndent State of
lsracl planted in their very midst on territory they have
heen accustomed to regard as their own by virtue of long
aecupancy. 1t is easy to sce why they would dislike the
Tsracli Stale even if their feelings were not exacerbated
lo positive hatred by the presence among them ol the
unfortunate refugees who have been driven [rom their
lands and reduced to the extreme of poverty to make
way for Jewish immigrants — whose past sufferings have
been in many cases no worse than their own, It is any
rate arpuable, in view of the foresesable conseguences,
that the independent State of Israel ought not to have
heen set up: but it is beyond all question that the powers
which did set it up — and especially Britain, in view of
the Balfour Declaration — are under a strong moral
ohligation to maintain it, and nol 1o do any deal with the
Arab stales al ifs expenses.

The plight of the unfortunate refugess, however,
must not be solved at the expense of the Istaeli state, but
at the expense of the others. Once they were settled
somewhere #lse, the way might be paved for a [ederation
in which Israel could enjoy autonomy, A new canal and
more oil pipelines could then be opened across Istael. In
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the meantime, if the Arabs received arms, arms should
also be supplied to Israel. « My conclusion is that
socialists must acguiesce in no settlement with Egypt
that does not assure the opening of the Canal Lo vessels
ol all nations; and that, in order to make possible a
settlement that does, they must insist on effective steps
heing taken to settle the refugees and must puarantes fo
Israel whalever arms necessary for its defences®

It is difficult to see the conneclion belween supplying
Israel with arms and a serilement that gives her the right
to use the Capal unless the meaning was to use the arms
for securing such a right. Ben Gurion could see no other
logic and used the arms accordingly. The inlernational
socialist then swong lo the other side of his ambivalent
mind and condemncd Isracl for deing that, G.DUH. Cole
was unwiltingly echoing the chorus of «Arms for Israele
which swepl over the New Siqfesman and the Western
press in general at the time. Yel, this position must be
vnderstoml in conjunction with the repeated declarations
of the Arab politicians te remove Israel from the map.
The New Sraresman was convinced of Lhese premises.
«The country whose existence is threatencd by a Middle
East dispute is Isracl. Her leaders kept a prudent silence.
Theyw do not want war, even though it might overthrow
Nasser.» The socialists here sutfered from two inlorma-
tion vacuums. The firsl was related to their scanty
knowledzge of the Middle East, its inter-Arab squabbles
and characteristic schism between word and deed. The
second was related to ipporance of things military,
something from which idealists have always sullered,

The guestion of Egvpt’s right to nationalire the Suez
Canal was therefore converted by the New Staresman 10

(31 27 Cukoher 1856,
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o question of Tsracl’s right to use the Canal. There was
nw conflicting opinion in the paper about the soversignty
af Masser's action. In an article entitled «The Logic of
Sueze, the paper warned Britain against an atlempt at a
chowdown with Caire. Brilain's  opposition to Nasser
sallied the Arabs apainst the British who made no effort
Lo win the pood will of the Arab middle class, which had
hecomie well orzanized and very strong in Irag. The lower
asses simulianeously considered Brivain responsible for
their misery and For establishing Israel. Tt was useless
to pour money into the area because « nationalism is
stronger than selfinterests, The only thing left was to
pull out the British forces voluntarily, a recourse mani-
festly preferahle to a hasty evacuation conducted in panic
and bitterness, A different arcangement could then be
made with the Arahs on an economic basis.

On 29 September 1958, the paper harked on « The
Opporiunity fo Negoliate = Tharks to the Labour Party,
the wriiter said, Britain was restrained from. the use of
force. Mow it was the task of Labour to press for negoti-
ations un the basis of [our points:

1. Submitting the dispute 1o the International Court
of Justice, il it was Found llegal.

2. Mo force should be nsed by Britain.

1. No talks to be held with Nasser on the basis of
presenting him with terms.

4. The evertual apreement must include the right of
srael 1o use the Canal.

Crossman advised the Government to settle on the
basis of Nehru's proposals. It was the influence,
avcording to Paul Johnson, of Mr. Crossman as the Labour
Middle East cxpert, which corrected Gaitskell’s course
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mlo an anti-imperialist bearing towards Suez* Bui the
paper returned to the question of «How to Setile with
MNasser» in another unsipned article carried on 6
October, The important issue, the article said, was the
protection of the Canal user's right to use the Canal. It
wis, Ltherefore, right that Nasser should negotiate a new
agreement, which puaranteed Egypt's sovereipnily owver
the Canal, with the Suez Canal Users’ Association. In
such an agreement Britain should ensure that  1srael
received the right to use the international waterway,

Thronghout this time, with the peace-inclined Muoshe
Sharett eased oul of his premiarship,  the Ben Gurion
Government was edging its way carchully to war, A
I:I_Leui:i:i‘-'c sreprisals raid was launched against the Epyvp
tian positions in Guea a week after Ben Gurion became
Defence Minister in February 1955, Some fortv officers
and soldiers were Killed and the umbarrass&ivEg}'plia.u
leadership was [oeced to act. The fedayeen squads were
then organised: just what the Ben Gurion faction was
louking for, The series of raids and counterraids reached
a pitch in the summer of 1936, Tan Mikardo visited Tel
Aviv in Oclober 1956, just alter the Isracli forces had
made another massive raid, but on Jordan this time.
Mikardo sent the New Sraresman his article, « Isracl's
Crisis », in which he explained that the Israeli attack was
not a forerunner of an  invasion on  Egvpt, as other
observers had suggested, but a result of the British palicy
tn:_: encourage the Arabs in carving up Tsrael. After a long
:_ils::ussiun on this basis, he appealed to his readers to
fecus their attention not on the Egyvptian {ront bat on
Tordan where the lragis were encouraged by Britzin to
send some reinforcements and threaten the security of
Isracl. He went on to emphasise that when Ben Grrion

(4] Johnson, ¥., The Suesz Wor, Loodom, 1867, p. SE.
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considered war with the Arabs from the human angle, he
wspuke from the heart and [rom a decp understanding of
his peoples, As long as the Iragis kept out of Jordan,
Mikardo reassured us, Israeli puns would remain silent.?

In the same issue, the paper dealt with the crisis of
Jurdan in its leader, and warned Britain not to interfere
io protect the Western bank of the Jordan if Israel
occupicd it, or impose any economic blockade on Israel.
. We cannot acquiesce in the extinction of Israel, the one
Middle Eastern stale to share our values. Equally we
cannot condone the policy of territorial aggression which
Fsrael may be forced 1o adopt il she is to survive.s The
words in italics are a peculiar arrangement for stating a
simple fact. All in all, the citarion is another sample of
arnbivalence. Israel's territorial aggression could not be
condoned but no one should step in the way and prevent
her, not cven by economic sanctions.

The writer went on lo elaborate by saying that Israel
might be compelled to move as long as the Arabs refused
to sign & peace treaty, resettle the relugees on their own
lands and stop infiltrating Iseael, It was not enough for
Britain 1o hase its policy onupholding the ceaselire. She
must stop trying to curey favour with the Avabs as Eden
had tried to do in his Guildhall specch.® The Arabs must
he sforceds to accept peace treaties! «In the past we
helieved that a just settlement in Palestine and the main-
tenance of Britain’s position in the Middle East were
incompatible, We are beginning to realise that thew are
inseparables In its ideas and terminclogy, the article
hears an unmistakable mark of the shawkss of Mapai.

The Israeli forces eventually pulled the rug from

By 20 Ochaber.
(8} The speech 1o which e called for donmie concessiona  from
ferael L peturn for peaceful scttlement with the Araba,
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underneath all the well-wishers and defenders of Israel,
when they struck into Sinai all along the Egyplian border
ot 29 October, during an encouragingly quict period.
Many people had been expecling such a strike [or some
time bul the New Stafesman  scemed to have heen
venuincly taken by surprise, With all its to-ing and fro-
ing to Tel Aviv and itz numerous advisers on [sracli
aflairs, the attack came to it like rape lo a Trappist nun,
«This journals, the editor wrote, «has supported Israel
through pood times and bad. But we cannol sapaoTt
Tsrael in her present action or rejoice when we try 1o
estimate  its long  term  consequences.s  The atiack
«destroyed its moral positions. By the lime the paper
went to press, Dritain and Fraoce had already issued
their ullimatum to Fgept and Isracl to keep ten miles oFf
the Suez Canal, The editor denounced  them in these
words: «The world will condemn Britain, and justly so,
for o crime nat merely against Egvpt, bul aguinst the
whole edifice of international law which has besn so
arduonsly reconstructed ot of  the ruing of  Nazi
aggressions. The nltimatum handed 1o Nasser was judged
by the editor as ecaleulated o ald Tsrael at the exnense
of her victims. )

A bigger shock came to the New Sraresmian with the
declared policy of the Tsraeli victors 1o anoex  the
conguered territories outright. The crilic {London Diars)
commented on  the new silualion with foreboding.
eSvmpathy with Tsrael’s case — their act of EIJE;’_!’E:—T.F\.'-IGI{'I
'.a.-azcl:r:al[}r provoked — will be rapidly dl:a:atpen-:;:t if Ben
Gurion goes on boasting of a plorious military victory
and declaring that, whatever the N, SAYE, TO fn1'¢|'gFi
troops will be allowed to interfere in [sracl’s territorial
pains.» Tsrael must withdraw and the United Nations
resolulivn on the maller fully and unconditionally
carricd out, «Obedience to the United Nations must come
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firsl For Istael as well as Britain.»

The truth is that not only did the New Stalesiman
receive a numbing shock, but so did the labour parties of
the Western world. Many socialists, including some
Israelis, who suppoert the cause of the Palestinians now
snd opposs Zionism, trace their anti-Zionist enlighten-
ment to those fateful days when the Israelis joined hands
with the Anple-French imperialists in an attempl 10
suhjuzate Egypt once more and topple the Aral rovolu-
lion. Those were cmbarrassing days [or the New Srares-
nwan and the wrilers who assured its readers of Israel's
peaccful  intentions. The journal was loo deeply
committed to the cause of Isracl «through good times
and bade to allow room for a similar enlightenment to

overwhelm i

[f Kingsley Martin was accused ol stubbornness in
holding on to douhtful courses which he happened to
accept, this might be one example to cite. The one way
left for the paper was to lie low and aveid mention of
Tzrael until the storm passed over.

The 1956 war, in contrast to the 1948 war and the
I96T war, was characterised in the New Sraresmuan by
thie absence of any despatches [rom the field. Although
Paul Johnson mentioned briefly Israel's complicity in
the advenlure in his book, the New Statesman omitled
the rale of Israel in its treatment of the subject. Trs 10
sovember editorial hastened to conclude: « The blunt
nuth is thal fhe invasion was planned by Britain and
France three months ago = No mention of Israel. In his
Londen Diary, Mr. Martin referred 1o the subject twice
only and a Lhird time in connection with the expulsion of
Jews from Eeypl, the most «Hitlerite actions yet taken
hy Masser, The expulsion was presented as iF it was
directed against all Jews and not simply against the
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subjects of Britain and France regardless of their religion.

The same reticence on the involvement of Israel was
reflected in the correspondence columns, During the
same peviod which witnessed two major international
crises, Suer and Hungary, the correspondence on Hungary
accupied more than twice the space taken by the Suce
affair. Most of the letters which were published an Suez
condemned the parts played by Britain and France hut
not Isl.rae]f, Within the two manths which Followed the
Teraeli invasion, Le., November and December, there wis
onc lelter from a Chinese reader in Hong Kong referring
tor the affair as a collusion hetween Hl‘iiuln, l;t'an:: and
Iiracl. Against this single letter, {here were fous defending
the Tsraeli side. Sadie Morvis dwelt at some length an
the «injusticess and threats encountered by the JTewish
Sllau:, whilst Terael Cohen lex-publicity allicer of the
L"imnjst Organisation) put the case for Tsrasl in a1 tacking
Egypt in self-defence. Nothing was published far an Arab,
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IX
THE 5iX DAY WAR

WHEN Kingsley Martin retired, the paper was taken
over by Mr, John Frecman who contineed the policies set
out by his predecessor until he, in turn, resigned in 1965,
Paul Johnson was then invited to be the editor of the
leading journal im quite a spectacular promotion. His
carcer with the paper started in 1954 as a correspondent
in Paris hefore he hocame the Foreipn Affairs Editor in
1955, His book on the Suez War indicated a promising
future in international politics and a better understanding
of the Aral side. The Arabs soon gave up the latter hope
and Mr. Johnson himself gave up the former. His brief
spell in the editorial chair accelerated the paper's drift
away [rom the socialism of its founders. In reviewing
Johnson's recent collection of articles, Statesman and
Mation, Mr. Clive James wrole;

« Az editor of the New Statestman Mr, Jobnson was
widely held to have completed that paper's withdrawal
from the forward positions of socialism. At last
abandoning all pretence to being anvthing else than
cxcossively well conmected, the New Statesman went
Establishment in surface tone as well as deep [act, A lot
of Lefl journalists with uneasy consciences about their
own living standards were glad — a Iot gladder than
their equivalents to the right of centre — to find Mr.
Johnson making such a sitting duck of himself, »*

(1] The Obesrter, 8 Juns 1871
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This posture cast ils natural shadow on the Middle
East. The new regimes in Egypl, Syria, Irag, Southern
Arahia and Algeria were to him no more than a collection
of dictatorships. =Oh for the good old days of Nuri Saids,
he wrole in comment on the siluation in lrag, The
pasitive reforms, the vinancipation of the peasantry and
women, the end of forcign domination and capitalist/
feudalist explotlation were nothing to him. His friends
and oracles were to be found, not among the fighters for
the workers and struggling colonial natives, but among
the well-to-de and respectable, O all the Arabs, he could
[ind only onre descrving his admiration, namely, the
Lebanese  entreprensur, Emile Bustani, the «honest
millionraires as he called him, who alone could mend the
bridges with the West. Masser, however, remained the
only Arab radical leader for whom  Johnson's  mild
admiration remained to the end. But the stars of the New
Statesman and President Masser were ordained to travel
along ever divergent paths. Kingsley Martin died before
bie could fulfil his wish and inlerview Nasser, and Masser
died Lefare Paul Johnson could achieve the very same
dream. )

i all the apologists For the Arab case, he selecled
for kis place of almication, the Conservalive Me, Anthony
Mutiing and not Mr. Christepher Mavhew, the Labuotirite.?
Another vexing hakit T personally Tound in his writing
was the way in which he frequently addressed himself tno
the Arah =intellectualses.

Paul Johnson's position was madc clear by appearing
as o witness for the lsraeli side on the BBC television
trial «Your Wilnesse, Bur he made his attempt, after his
own fashion, o lurn the position upside down in the

12} Bae Londen Ddery, 10 Jan. 1HEA,
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columns of his London Diary: «But my chiel anxicly was
<ty avoid the Tale of a partisan. Although T was an Isracli
witness, much of my sympathy lies with the Arab
peoplese 1t must have been such undertukings which
built up so much dislike [or the young editer among the
New Statesman’s former readers. He went on 1o put his

s understanding of this intractable problem:

+Although the Arab-Isracli dispute appears complex,
in essence it has great simplicicy: The Iseaelis want to sit
ound o table and talk peace, the Arab slates do nol,
Hercin lies the decisive weakness of the Arah case. Until
thev change their pulicy on this point, violence will
continue; onee they change it, all the ather problems,
{rom refugees to frontiers can be rapidly resolved s

Paul Tohnson was destined 1o handle the Six Day
war and its altermath until he was replaced by Mr.
Crossinan.

The Sinai campaign of 1956 was Followed by scasonal
hattles and raids in which the superiority of the TsTacli
combal power on the ground and in the air made itself
evident lime and time again. Topether with the Sinai
Campaipn, these battles should have remaved any doubt
shent who was a danger to whom. The military cxperts
Lrew the situation quite well and voiged their opinions
accordingly, But the opiniuns of the experts rarely make
up public opinion, especially when they po against the
inclinations of the publicists. The Middle East military
halanee was also muddled by the Arabs themselves whose
own military apnouncements were nol alwuys accurate.
Ternel, therefore, continued o look like the parly
threatened with extinction at any mosnent. Such a notion
was propagated by lsrael and the Zionist Organisation

(3] 21 June 1B6S.

1



for many reasons, of which fund-raising came to the fore,

The NMew Sratesman, and any paper in sympathy
with Isracl, could not dismiss as sheer idle talk the
slatements of some Arab leaders and their words of
revenge, of washing out the 1948 dishonour, destroy-
ing the bastion of imperialism, elc, The image
of the young democratic and socialist state, the miracle
of the Middle East, threatened with totalitarian enemies,
emerged in most articles on Israel and her problem. The
MNew Sraresman, however, was more  fallacious in its
poriraval than the regular and offlicial Zionist press. The
1966/7 winter was Istacl’s winter of discontent. Unem-
ployment and ecomomic stagnation reached an unpre-
cedented low mark for the counlry, with internal strife
and hiph cmigration as a result. These difficulties wers
discussed on the pages of such papers as the Jewish
Chronicle and the Jewish Observer, not to mention the
Isracli press. The only article dealing with Israels in-
ternal troubles carried by the New Statesman in the first
half of 19487 was a report on the trial of two journalists
who published something about the connivance of the
Israeli intelligence in the murder of the Moroccan
opposition leader Ben Barka, The reporter atiributed the
sensitivity of the lsracli censor to Isracl’s «seige mental-
ilys,

When Masser ordered the United MNations troops oul
of Sinal and Gaza and closed the Gulf of Agaba to Isracli
shipping, the paper was in no doubt that Egvpl was in
the wrong and that Israel's existence was apgain put in
jeopardy by the Arabs. Two despatches from Tel Awviv
and Beirut by Naomi Shepherd and Michael Faucher
gave the early reactions to the crisis, in fairly moderate
terms, along those lines, The editorial  treatment was
carried on 2 June; « Arabs, Israclis and Morals », The
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cditor repeated the Istacli theory that a future president
nf Egypl would cross the border in peace only when the
destruction of Isracl was seen to be unattainable, The
course of the Western world was, therefore, clear. They
st make an uneguivocahle declaration of suppert for
Israel's rizhl 1o exisl as a state, guarantee her fronticrs,
and alfirm her rights to use both the Straits of Tiran and
the Suez Canal for her shipping. The same issuc also
corvied two reports Erom Tsrael, one by Gerda Cohen
describing the psychological stare of the people and the
ather by Naomi Shepherd calling on the Great Powers 1o
support Israel in her «hour of crisiss,

There was a distinct difference between the image
af Lsrael in 1956 and her image in 1967, carefully buill
up by excluding any divect imperialist participalion in
the aoitalone invasion. Sympathics with Isracl in 1967,
therefore, suffered none of the embarrassiment of tha
former campaign.

Whilst the New Staresman  insisted in 1956 Lthat
Tsrael, together with Britain and France, should carry out
he 1.8, resclution unconditionally, it changed ils posi-
tion in 1967 and said that the United Nations had no
husiness with the Arab-Tsracli conllict, Peace, the editorial
arpued on 9 June, must be made directly between the
Arabs and the Israelis. This was a stand diametrically
opposed 1o the journal’s attachment to the relevance of
the international autherity, Indeed, there were two other
conflicls during the same period under discussion,
namely, Biafra and Aden, on which the United Mations
had rt-aE]:-.' no original commitment but which nevertheless
were trested by the paper as matters relevant to the
United MNations. In an editorial carried on 16 June
1970, the editor urged a solution to the situation in
Nigeria by calling in the United Nations as sone of the
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Few chiective bodies in the worlds w effect  genuine
neutrality. The voe case which was created by the United
Wallens and remained under ils supervision, the paper
thought was nol to be solved by the organisation. The
eventual resolution accepled by the UN. in November
1967, was eriticised, and the sponsor of the resclution,
the United Kingdom, was advised to back out of it {13
MWovemher 19700, In an earlier article {18 July 19649
Paul Johnson expressed joy for the failure of the United
Nations to reach a solution. Tt is time, he sadd, to lift the
embargo on the delivery of arms to Tsracl. Suddenly the
ideal of the United Nations apd the whole basis of
domocracy were described as a corude numerical sy
temx, «In all this pantomimes, e wrote, « Lord Caradon
emerpes as a seric-comic figure, industriously trying to
square the circlee.

Paul Johnson's attitude o the TN, position is given
additional expression in the following two paragraphs
cited verhatim from his London Dhary (10 January 196U
The United Nations, the Times, the Pope, Goeneral The
Gaulle and the whole « world » were condemned for
condemning Tarach:

#The Sccurity Council resolution on the lalest
Arab-Isracli crisis was wholly onesided, was greeted
with delight by the Arabs and will naturally be
takenn by them as an open invilation to step up
terrorism against Israel, [t can only bring the UN
inta still further discredit, The Times leader which
commented on it (Contempt for the United Nations
is a familiar and depressing aspect of Israel policy’}
was a model of partiality, Indeed the Times now
shows itsell increasingly pro-Arab and hostile to
Istacl. On the Monday after the Beirul raid (its
leader condemned this without any specific mention
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of the Athens incident), it even coptrived to publish
a letter — sent by hand, 1 imagine — which
contained the chuice phrase: ‘As one whose feelings
of admiration for loyal Jewish citizens ol Britain
and America is long established..” I am  deeply
depressed by world reactions to the crisis, which
chow a lack of halance and a willingness to adopl
double standards which bode il for us all in 1969
Naturally that ald hembug, Pope Paul ([ehanon
contains a larges community ol Maroniles wihi
acknowledge his authority} was guick with ome-sicdad
condemnation. The Jewish Minister for Religious
Alfairs retorted sharply: ‘The Pope's voice has not
heen heard when Jewish warshippers were attacked
at the tomh of the Patriarchs, in the same way that
the voice of his predecessor [Pius XI1 had nol been
heard when millicns of Jews were exterminated in
Europe’. A grudging and minimal Vatican amend
followed,

Other prosArabs bebaved egually predictably.
Naturally there was yapping from such veterans as
Tan Gilmour and Christopher Mayhew. But 1 was
sorry to see Anthony Nutting, whoin T have hitherto
sreatly admired, suggest, in 2 letter (o the Times,
that Israel should be forced to “disgorge’ the so-
called oceupied territories. Surely he, of all people,
should have recollected Lhat this was preciscly the
term his old hass, Anthony Eden, nsed about Nasser
and the Canal. De Gaulle, of course, excelled himself:
his hoorish behaviour to the Israeli ambassador,
Wwalter Evtan {one of the most delightlul and distio-
puished men in international diplomacy), was neatly
matched by his unilateral decision 1o cut off all
arms and spares to Isracl. I doubt if this took the
Israelis by surprise; they are aware by now, as
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Britain and America have long since discovered,
that if you have De Gaulle for an ally you don't need
any enemiss. In any case the Israclis know comment
s débrouiller. What worries them is the evident
interest that Britain and the US (let alone France,
of course) is showing in the so-called Soviet peace
plan. As I understand it, the real object of this
scherme is to provide for the cccupation by an inter
national force of both sides of the present frontier,
under the threat ol sanctions against Israel, until
cuch time as Russia is satisfied that the Arab forces
are in a condition e engage in a fourth attempt to
drive the Israclis into the sea, Tt is a foroula lor
World Wars.

Particularly worthy of note in these citations is lus
expression sso-called ocoupied Lerritoriese, His pulburst
was aroused by the condemmation of Isracl by practically
cverybody outside Zionist circles, because of her attack
on Beirul Airport and the destruction ol 13 airhuers,
«the expensive chunks of merals as he called them. The
mare Israel was condemned, the more Paul Johnson
vallicd to her lonely pusition. Brilain, he said in his leader
on the subject, was only angry hecause she was Tespoa-
<ible [or the insurance, and America because she had
shares in the chunks. Short of moral justification for the
allack, he resurrected the old story of Isracl’s survival:
.Israel exists and is entitled to preserve hersell from
extinction — the svowed aim of the Arabs. Three times,
they tried with their regular forces lo destroy her, and
have failed..» The author of a book on the Suez War has
forgatten all he said in that buok, but he was here
obviously out of form. His staccato sentences belray an
emotional strain. -

The defeat of the Arabs and conquest of their lands
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were hailed by the editor in the same foregoing article of
0 June: «Whatever our sympathics, we can be zlad that
{he issue has been swiftly decideds. The invasion was
described as a  proemptive atlack and those who
disapreed witl the Tsracli version, including General De
Gaulle, Bertrund Russcll, U Thant, George Brown and
Christopher Mayhew, were all denounced. Both France
and her President received repeated attacks from the
journal. An article ancler the heading «Perfidions Frances
alluded o ihe role played by the French during
Warld War IT in the liquidation uf the Jews, George
Brown was caricatured as «The Dancing Mans and
«Brown of Arabias

The Mew Staiesmoan envisaged Lhe splution, to be
reached directly between the Arabs and the Israclis, to
exisl alone such lines as the recognition of Tsrael by the
Aral states, ihe dissolution of the Palestine Liberation
(rganisation, Lhe end of o lerrariste, opening the fron-
fiers for trade and tourism, ending the coonomic boyeott,
implementing the 1549 qrmistice lerms (not the armistice
hordersy and opening he Sues Canal to Isracli shipping.
The crucial guestion ol the [ronticrs was dealt with in
stames. Immediately after the war, the forthright Israeli
anmexation of Jerosalem was accepted by the paper, No
pie cxpected Tsrael, the editor said, to keep the dividing
wall in eher capitals* Mervyn Jones wrotc, on 10
MNovember, in his «Jerusalem the Goldens: «Now that it's
anited, Jerusalem emerges as the most [ascinaling city
in lhe world, as well as tenably the most beautifuls,
Topether with the arab part of Jerusalem, the Latrun
chould alsn o to Israel, No further territorial gains

{4y The eoncept of fhe Teracl gide of Jerusalem ns lhe cepitnl of
[ermcl was mejecbed By tie 112, and all forelfm counkoles
pefused bo pul their diplomatic miaslons in Jerusaletn.
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shaould be expected by the lsracli Government, the paper
emphasised at the same time. On 10 November,
Kingslev Martin inserted in  his London Diaries  the
following sugpestive paragraph on the Syrian tervitory:

«When I am told that the Israclis cught (o give up
all the territory which they acquired in the Six-Day War,
I recall a wisit almost 20 years ago to a kibburz on the
Svyrian frontier. There was a hill just above it rom which
my guide explained that the Ssrians lobbed mortar shells
onto the village, T said; “Why, il you were there, are you
still alive? vou can have had no suitable delence,’ 'Oh,
no', he rveplicd; 'Every building in the Ekibbutz was
destroved. We lay flat underneath, and when the Syrians
came down to take over, we scrambled out and killed
them', which perhaps cxplains why General Dayan is not
ready to surrender the Syrian heights.»

A freak opinion was expressed on Jerasalem when
Anthony Howard wrote the London Diary after the fire
of the Agsa Mosgue. He said that the fire had proved that
the annexation of Arab Jerusalem was hound o bring
Lr{:-.uhlt-. Neither Anthony Howard nor Joha Hatch, who
defended Masser's position, were beard again oo the
Arab-Israeli problem. :

In the meantime, the lsraell politicians flirted with
many idens as a solution for the occupied lerritories in
an exercise desipned for the disposal of the conguered
non-Jewish inhabitants rather than of the conguered
territories. One such idea was the establishment of a
Palestinian state linked by a treaty rvelationship with
Israel. The plan was cchoed in the New Sraressman by an
article carrled on 18 September 1970, «Obyiously a
Palestinian state would have to inclide mast of the West
Bank territoriess as well as Jordan, The Arabs, thercfore,

ki)

arc not to expect all the ceeupied West Bank but most of
| The fate of the Gaza Seclor came in to the discussion
in an editorial published on 1 January 1971 Gaza, the
oditor said, should not prove difficult. aGaza was never
gy part of Egypt.e The same could not be asserted in
regard to Sharm ash-Shaykh or the Golan Heights, but
the editor still saw no reason for Egypt or Syria 1o have
them back, 1t was within such new oricntations that the
Wew Statesman called on the Foreign Office to wilhdraw
its UN resolution no, 242 of 22 November 1967 stipu-
lating an Israell withdrawal [rom all occupled territories.

Double standards have often double angles of view,
Whilst the Arabe accused the New Statesman of this sin,
the New Stafesman accused the Arabs of the same — of
ajving themsclves the right Lo attack Israsl and denying
thee Termelis the right to reply. This was said in conjunc-
tion with the sinking of the Filat by the Egvptian coastal
imissiles — in what the journal described as a anaked
and brutal sct of war and a flagrant vielation of the
censedires. The Eilar was established to have been
cruising within the Egyptian terrilorvial waters and the
Epyprians gave il more than one warning Lo keep out
without making any impression, The accounts of the
paper inlimated that this was the case. Egypt fired one
salvo, it said, then there were LWo hours' lapse before the
lethal attack came, The action still remalined to the paper
v naked and brutal act el ware, and the Arabs were
accused of double standards. But the editorial made some
allowanice for the dilemma faced by Nasser, whom it
described as a moderate politician. After all, Nasser had
1o convince the Arabs of Egypt's ability.

General Dayan replied by hitting al Egypl’s economy
by destroving its oil refineries, The New Staresman
condemned the veprisal act In an article following the
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same wishiul thinking. « The present situations, the paper
said, after years of advecating that peace would be round
the corner once Isracl's invincibility was shown to the
Arabs, wmay seem almost beyond solution as well as
highly explosive; but it could be transformed overnight
il Egypl coenceded Isracl's right to exist, This would upen
the road to Iscaeli concessions and to negolialions and so

ﬂ'ﬁuld be the prime object of the great powers and the
5 -

This passage entailed a surprising deception of the
readers, because Egypl did accept the UN  resolution
uo, 242 which provided for, inter alia, stermination of
all claims or states of belligerency and respect for and
acknowledpement of the sovereignty, terrilorial integrity
and political independence ol every state in the area and
their rightl o live in peace...»

By now the identification of Lhe New Sraresson
with the official policies of Tel Aviv has become almost
complete, a position which began 1o cost the paper some
ground among the Tsracli and Jewish «lefts whe, although
as anxtous sboul the future of Isragl as Lue New Srares-
rean, did not view the policies pursued by the Israeli
Governmenl and the Zionist Orpanisation with the same
indulgence shown by the New Sraresman. Such o develap-
menl was occasionally rellected in the correspondence
colamns,

The identification with Israeli policy is only almost
complete, but the identification with the Tsraeli lings of
publicity is truly complete. Thus Paul Johnson wrote
that «Egypt was a small backward country, incapable of
defending itself.»" Richard Crossman  discussed the
military halance and concluded that il became «an

(5] Johnsan, The Seem War, p. 24,
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unbalance of powers, in which the [sraeli forces could
enter Amman, Beirut and Damascus in a day (31 July
1970} Yet, whenever the conflicl was discussed, Isracl
way presented as the vulnerable weakling  threatened
with extinclion by its mightier neighbours. The claim of
nre-cmption alleged as a justification  for  the Leraeli
-ttack was gradually dropped by the lsraeli politicians
and soldiers themselves, but  the paper continued 1o
uphold the old story. The altacks made against airlines
and Tsrach offices ahroad by the Popular Front for the
I iheration of Palestine, a minority auertilla arganisation,
were erroneously pul on the doorstep of Fateh, the
majority organisalion, althoush both organisations have
repeatedly issued statemenls respectively aceepting and
repudiating responsibility- These attacks were originally
meant for Isracli installagions and personnel, but were
extended later on to embrace «capitalists intercsts, The
New Statesman however represented  the attacks as
directed apainst o Jews ab home and ahroad = (20
February 1970). The relogoes, it was said, hecame
refugees  bocavse of ihe Arzh povernments and not
because of Istael or the Haghana. The  guerrillas
themsclves were, ol course, stamped  as  terrorists,
Mervyn Jones, who wenl 19 (e Middle FEast in
1969 and sent a number of reports ou Fateh, published
an article in which he argued that lhe Palestine guerrillas
could not he called partisans but tesrorisls, Israel, on the
ather hand, was described by Pan! Johnson as = the
militant peace makers,
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X
A SURYEY OF TREATMENT

FROM the foregning chapters, the New Stafesmidn COlMes
out ns a Fionphile magazine. The editors and regular
conipihutors to the paper made no secret ol ir and would
probably he offended il they were descrihed otherwise,
Yer the lofty morality and scnse of justice which the
journal tried fo build up for itsclf during its long history
would make ils editorial hoard uneasy with the thought
ol partiality — und partiality to « nationalism » of all
things.

The preceding discussions may be subjectively
seleclive, although this was by no means the intention of
the writer — an exadmirer of this paper, anxious 1o
redeem his former love rather than abuse it A closer look
ot the reporte and articles, examined with comparative
ciatistics, mav help here to delineate the porirait with
lews chance of impression ervror.

The most salient feature of the  New Stalesptan
coverage of Middle Eastern affaivs is the lack of the Arab
voice in the debate, The suppression of the Arab voice in
the Western World has been an essential component of
the Fionist propaganda strategy, discuszed by this writer
2«1 some length elsewhere? Whenever there was a Crisis
in Palestine, the New Statesman had a correspondent,
generully Fionist or Tewish, on the Zionist side of the fire
line, rarely on the Arab side. The paper had not one Arab

(1} Verdict i Absenlis, Paleatine Bessarch Center, 1968
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correspondent or casual contributor, nor any reporter
stationed in any Arab capital, as was the case in Tel Aviv.
This was not due to a lack of journalistic talent on the
part of the Arabs, One of the New Sratesman’s pillars in
its early history was the Svrion, Dr. CW. Salechy, whose
articles on public health were widely mij::u}'ea. There
have always been Arab writers visiting or living in
Britain and Arab scholars lecturing in Bricish universities.
Once or twice, their knowledee was selicited on this or
that subject, but practically never on the Palestine
questionm,

Out of the masses of volumes T leafed through, the
only article T could find written by an Arab intellectual
i Lhe subject was the one contriboted by Clevis Make
soud on 11 Avgust 1967 under the title, «The Arab Cases,
The article drew some  comment from a Mr. Gordon
Bentley:

«l could scarcely belicve my eves when I saw Lhe
article by Clovis Maksoud. For the past two manths the
constant stream of prodsracl: articles that have appeared
in your jomnal have [tlled me with despair, and have led
me to gloomily suppose that you are sponsored at least
by the CIA and possibly even by the Isracli government
itself. So distrustful of vour claim to be an orzan of the
Left have T become recently that T am even inclined to
view Mr. Maksoud's contribution with suspicion. Ti has
been printed, T [eel sure, merely to suppart your image
as a responsible or neutral journal, and 1 await with
morase cxpoctaney the great  trumpet-hlast of Zlonis
apologia which will Fll the pages of vour next issuce.»

: Mr. Bentley's morose expectancy and reading of the
mind of the editor were not far From the facts. Maksoud's
essay was commissioned under the editorship of Paul
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Johnson, In advising the would-be New Sratesman WTiter.
nr. Johnson wrote the following:

«Admit to your friends that there s a case 10 answer)
hen demolish il, Permit vour enemies the luxury of an
argument; then show it's unsound. I always think il is
best tn concede as much to the opposite case as you
nossibly can — short of actual surrender.  That will
persuade people who don’t initially apree with you, or
are wavering, that you are fairminded. They are then
likely lo attach much more weight 1o your [inal
narapraphs in which vou ram your own case home»*

Vr. Maksoud’s essay had ne follow-up from the Arab
side and the New Statesman’s pages were opencd large
and wide for =the preat trumpet-blast of Zionist
apolagias, to ram their case home:

In hiz testimeny to the Roval Commission on the
nress, Kingslev Marlin lamented the unbalanced infor-
mation which the average cilizen had been recelving from
she daily paper which he read. To correct the picture and
saferuare the voter from the resultant conclusions which
he was bound to reach out of the tilted dara, he advised
that each paper should allocate at least one eolnmn,
rroferably on the front page, for an acticle by an opposing
critic or expert representing the other view? This is a sad
example of how idealists preach shstinence and take
o wives, Mr. Martin died — and with him the answer
ro our question why his New Statesman did oot at least
practice his advice,

Information, liowever, is escential from any useful
naper: essential cven when such information represents

(23 Jobnzon, B, Stetenman and Nafjons, Londen, 1871, p. 14
i3] Martln, K. Phe Press the Public Wants, pp. 111-117.
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the opposing view. In answer 1o such a need, a few
British experts of pro-Arab inclination were sometimes
invited to put the Arab cose or discuss a certain Arab
development. Strangely cnough, when the New Statesman
decided to include such a contribution. it was generally
the rightist experl whe was invited to do so by the =so-
cialists journal, More than onoe it was Peter Manstield's
and Desmond Stewart's tosk to put the pro-Arab version
to the veaders. This may ook like the New Statesman's
idea that the Tsraeli side is the side of the left and the
Arah side is that of the conservatives. To argue the Arab
case [rom a Marxist or a secialist angle would be a
negation of either socialism or «New Statesmanships! Yet,
it must he also confessed that insnfar as the Middle East
was concerned, the political colour of the writer hardly
mattered to the editor either way. Many of the contrib-
utors on the Zionist side could he deseribed as anything
but socialists: Jon Kimche and Leonard Stein, for
example.

Earlier in this tract, the independence of the editor
of this journal was emphasised as the accepted policy of
its sharcholders. Whatever the advantapes or disadvan-
lages of this palicy may be, the Arabs became ils victines.
with the exception of Sharp, all his successors were
whalo-heartedly comenitted ta the Zionist side, The posi-
tiong of Kingsley Martin and Panl Johnson have been
autlined above, Paul Johnson kept the chair warm for
Mr, Richard Crossman who took over in June 19710, soon
after the resignation of the Labour Government, of which
he was the Secretary for Social Services, Crossman was
ng stranper to the paper which he served as an assistant
editar from 1938 to 1955, and he continued to write for it
and take an interest in its work thereafter,

He iz also the one editor who was a full and respon-
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sible representative of the Labour Party. Anolher quality
which differentiated him from his predecessors is thal
he is an expert on the Palestine guestion and more
knowledeealle on the Middle East in general. Wirthin the
infer circle of the Labour Party, his opinions on the
Middle East had theic weight. The knowledge and
expericnce which he acquired go back to 1947, when he
was appainted by the Attlee Gowvernment Lo reproscit it
in the United Nalions Special Committes on Palcstine,
which recommended the parlition of the country, The
story of this work is given in his memoirs of it, Pal-
saiing Mission. Early in the book he makes the asser
tion, «] was not commitled to any public statement about
Palestine or Zisnisme=* Ils sympathics, huwener, wene
Fur from the neutral position which he supgested, and the
Palesline ouestion was the political guestion in which
centiment and sympathy is all that matterad, Mr. Cross-
man's feelings were later expressed in the dedication of
his book to those who horassed his Labour Gowvernmnent
and shot ar the British servicemen in Palestine, « Ta my
friends of Naharia, Shari Zwi and Mishmar Ha'emeks.

In Palesting Mission, the author sets out by indulping
in the pointless exercise of how he reached  his
conclusions from the purely neutral position of judge,
am exerise whose futilite is the hub of socialist thought!
He soon came to the conclusion that Ficnism was 2 good
thing and that he was in sympathy with it because he
was an anti-Semite and hated to see the Jews integrated
with the gentiles (ilself a tenet of the Zionisl idenlopy).
«Who exactly were these people who claim to be hoth
Tews and Englishmen..?s, asked the sacialist com-
issioner? If this conclusion brought joy to the hearts

(4] Crassman, B., Paolesline Misaion, Landon, p. 12,
(51 O, .. B T4
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of the Fionists, the other conclusion condemned the
Arabs beyond redemption, =In my view we cannot assist
the Jows in Palestine in any way they would call assist-
ance withoul violating the Arab rights.s*

Why this conclusion condemned the Arabs beyond
redemption in the eves of the Labourite editor of the
New Statesian is that he himsell was not insensitive to
the fulure of the Palestinians or their rights, Like many
British politicians and idealists he believed that the Jews
wonld take the Arabs with them along their road of self-
liberation and betterment. But the Jews in Iseael did not
der that, and expressed the opinion that thev were not
going to do it; their line of development is a separate
one; they are a people apart. This is a line odious to any
sacialist or idealist. Odious alsa are the bloodshed,
repression and expulsion, by force or inducement, which
must accempany such z policy. For a neutral judge, if
there is such a thing, this development must hi'l";ﬂ ita
repercussions; the cditor is expecled to re-examine his
position. Bul the editor, in this instance, had made up his
mind that he could not help the Jews swithout violating
Arab rightse.

It was out of a bewildered conscience, which My,
Crossman must have bepun 1o experience as a resull
of Israel’s more vecent history, that he inaupgurated his
editorship by addressing his famous open leller to the
Israeli Foreipn Minister on the Tront cover of the journal
on 31 July 1970, We cite the letter in full as a sample of
the Labourite editor's thoughts and involvements visa-
vis the Middle East:

Dear Abha,

For nearlv six wvears wou and I have been

iB) Op, oit, p. 26

reading cach other's minds (hrough Top Secret files,
You have had the reports [rem your embassy in
London on our secret cabinet discussions and deci-
sions: I have been reading our Foreign Offics
lelegrams from Tel Aviv. Occasionally we met al
receptions; once we shared a platform and 1 had te
listen Lo you saying the things T used o say but was
now prevented (rom saying for fear ol hostile Arab
reactions. Not once could we conlide in each other
as we used to do in Lthose terrible, exhilarating years
when the issue hung in the balance whether the
great powers would allow a Jewish nation to be
ehorn in Palestine or stifle it at birth,

Each in his own way, we won our political
spurs in that strugele. And I suspect that both of
s, looking back now, feel that to have been the
most worthwhile period in our lives. A lucky fate
had permitted us te be in on an act of puolitical
creation which we both helieved would provide the
long-term cure for anti-semilism in the Western
world, while creating the conditions for a post-
imperial renaissance which would transform the
Middle East within a generation.

Twenty vears agu we looked forward to the
19705 so confidently. How do they look now that
they have become the gnawing present? Now that I
can write to wou freely, T cannot help putting the
question in that way. Lel us count our blessings
{irst. The success of the Ingathering of the Exiles
has exceeded our wildest dreams. Out of the broken
shell of the British mandate has emerged an Israeli
democracy, apen to every Jew the world over, whose
exploits in peace and war have purped the Diaspora
of the inferiority complex which was historically
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hoth canse and effect of anti-semitism. It is largely
thanks to the existence of Israel that Jew and non-
Jew now live in the West on  terms of penuine
equality.

Bul what of the ArabJewish accord which we
predicted should follow the winding up of Britain's
Middle Eastern cmpire? Alas there has heen no
rehirth, no social revolution, bur war, declared or
undeclared, from the first day of Israel’s indepen-
dent lile, For a brief moment it looked as though
victory might be used lor reconciliation. But the
Six-day War, as Moshe Dayan told the Iseaeli air
[orce last week, is now  in its fourth year. Even
worse, the fratricidal stregple for a promized land
to which Israclis and Palestinians buth have a total
altachmenl is reviving the preat powers” imperialism
which we expected o see extlinguizhed — but this
time with a sipnificant difference. Twenty vears ago
the excuse [or great-power control of the Mididle
East was the vacuum of power which would result
from withdrawal. Meither Jew nor Arab, we were
told, was militarily capable of shaping the course of
history. This is now replaced by an unbalance of
poweer. Within a day Isracli forces can be in Amman,
in Beirut, in Damascus,

It is thi= simple Fact which has driven the Arabs
ta seek Russian assistance, and compelled the rulers
of the Kremlin to intervene on their side morz
expensively and more dangerously than they would
have wished. And because intervention breeds
counter-inlervention a similar process is now al
work in Washington. The Americans ate compelled,
not to intervene on your side (that would not be
talerated), but to provide vou with the means of
waging war successfully whatever help the Russians

e

give your neighbours,

And you still wage war successfully, justifying
cach costly turn of the military screw, cach new
and deeper penetration, by recalling the harsh
lessons of your 22-year national history. Onhers can
blame vou lor suspecting every UN mediator, for
distrusting the word of every American President
and relying on nothing but your own mi]itar_jr
strength. | do not. But somehow  or other tJlus
process of mililary escalation musl be broken. Like
evervone else, 1 have strongly supporled your efforts
to persuade your colleagues to accept the American
cease-dire  proposal; and feared their ability o
hedge it round with every condition the soldiers
can think up. What in [ger alarms me is your failure
to persuade those soldiers to see that the greatest
military risk they face is not the dangers of a peace
imitiative but the certain consequences of continuing
without one.

Your military ascendancy s a wasting assel,
juse as the territories you have ovcupicd become
heavier liahilities the longer you hold them. 1 know
vou did not want this milisary ascendancy, 1 know
that vour cecupation of the West Bank was unpre-
meditated, that vou recognise that the Sucz Canal
is not your natural frontier. 1 also know that any
peace initiative you now take involves a military
risk. But in a year's time the risk will be even
greater and you will be even more reluctant to take
it. The vision of Arab-Jewish accord which was so
Fervent and which has grown dim today, will grow
dirnmer still-

Moreover, that chaoice is being  steadily and
inevitahly eroded wilthin your own frontiers. Your



hold over the West Bank must grow even more
oppressive the longer it lasts. Yel your govermment
feels compelled by military necessity to plant a
settlement at Hebron, an area  which could not
possibly remain lsraeli in any peaceful selution.
And what applies to Hebron applics throughout the
Lerpitories occupied after the Six-day War. You took
possession of them only in order lo be able (o
withdraw salely, Yet every day the dilliculties of
wilhdrawal are increazed hy your own occupation
policies. And these difficulties will be enhanced by
the very democracy of which you are rightly proud.
An Israel which aped the cthos ol a Prussian slate
would be a contradiction in terms. Your young
peaple have not forgotten the other hall of the
Zionist vision — the role of Israel in the Middle-
Eastern renaissance. Given the choice between a
policy completely dominated by military considera-
tiong and & peace initiative which  invalves some
military risk, there will, T helieve, always bhe a
powerful minority in Tsracl which prefers the latter.
I only hope and pray that you will not disregard
the growing dismay of that minerity until the
doorway to peace, forced open by your military
sivength, is irrevocably closed. The Arabs  can
survive a decade of Jewish military  domination.
The Isracl you and I believe in can't.

The letter coming from a former Secretary ol State
did not fail to arouse the criticism of the press. The
clase identilicarion of the writer with the Government ol
Israel is made more evident than ever, So is the exlent to
which he absorhed the Zionist ideology: the establishment
of a Jewish State would eradicate anti-Semitism; no real
equality could be expericnced by the diaspora Jews
without the Jewish Stale in existence; Tsrael would
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regenerate the Middle East and free it from foreign
domination: the Jew should rely only on himself and
mistrust the perlidious gentiles, and so on. Mr
Crossmans  lenure  of office, however, was brought
to an abrupt end in March 1972, when he was sacked by
the Board, His lifelong dream of the New Statesman's
editorship was found too closely identified with the
Labour Party, and his dictatorial methods in runsing the
paper did not please the staff, (e was menerally known
as Douhle Crossman.} The decline in the paper's circulas
tion from more than 90,000 some ten years ago to barely
TOO00 at the present  did not show any  signs of
improvement under his puidance.

The succession of strongly  pro-Zionist editors is
another feature of the New Sratessan as far as the
\iddle Bast is concerned. 1t was due to this feature that
e Arab voice has been allowed no more than an off-
slage whimper, The posilion of the New Sialesman is
hetter delineated by examindng it in justaposition with
the other British pericdicals which may be bracketed
together. We have taken lor our sampling the Economist,
the Spectaror and New Society, The year 1967 is not a
typical vear for the Middle East coverage by any of the
four sampled magazines, becavse of the urgent nalure of
two convilsions, namely, the fighting in Aden and the
Arah-Israeli war. The former called for an unusual
inlerest in the Arab World and the latter in the Israehi-
Arab conflict, but it s on such issues that the news-
paper coverage matters, ITn the following tables, figures
miven under the heading «On the Arabss include articles
and reports published on any aspect of the Avab World,
despatches from the Arab side, contributions written by
Arabs, or projecting the Arab case. The same in viee
versa applics to the figures given under «On Israels,

Pro-Arab or pro-Tsrael is the trickiest question of all,
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and the writer has no yardstick other than his own
arhitrary judgement. There are, however, a few guide-
lines which he has followed as carelully as he could. As
the majority of the Arab States have accepted the UN
resolution on the withdrawal of Isracl from all the
occupied territaries, support for the resolution is there-
fore treated as a pro-Arab position, notwithstanding that
a supporter of the resolution is a traitor in the eyes of
many Arabs! This is alse unfair to those members of the
United Nations socictics and similar idealists who prefer
lo view themselves as nentral. As Isracl makes the
implementation of the resclution dependent on the result
of a direct negoliation hetween the two parties, an article
which insisted on the Arabs sitting at the negoliation
table with the Tstaclis and getting whal settlement they
best could gel, is treated as pre-Tsraeli material, Such is
the stranpe world ol the Middle East that a man is pro-
isracl or anti-Tstacl purely by believing in direct or
indirect speech! The position of the Palestinian refugeces
has been one, probably the only, stable criterion. Those
who supported their free choice  to return or accepl
compensation pursuant to the UN resolution are treated
as pro-Arab, and vice versa, Beliel in the Tsracli version
of the responsibility for the 1967 war and the present
impasse is treated as a pro-lsraeli position also.

TABLE !

Commenla Pro- ra-

O the oo the 1967 Arah 1arnel

Arabe Lin Ezrael Crizis letlets lethors

Mo, of Ma. of M of Mo, of Mo, of

wrards W words words wakia

Economist T 21700 4 X1Hp a700 A0
Bpecistar 10300 TH0O HOHD 430 45l
Mew Horiety 10200 e FROn a0 —_
ew Btatesmpn 17050 2 G300 SET0 3E40

BE

The Ecanomist, therefore, offers the widest coverage
of the arca in every respect, but this is an unfair compar-
wson as it is by far the larpest and most expensive, The
Econaniist also shows the strongest cOverage shiag» in
favour of the Arab World with a ratio of nearly 4:1
against Isracl. The least interest in the area is shown by
New Soctely, & weekly more involved in current domestic
trends, The Specrator looks the pooresi in published
correspondance. This is, in Fact, misleading as it carried
quile a number of letiers on the Middle East but its
correspondents scem fo be less inclined to take cither
side. Table T is only interested in the published letters
decidedly partial 1o one side over the other in the Arab-
Tsracli conflicl.

The «hiass mentioned above is enly credited as such
comparatively. The item under «Un the Arabss covers an
area ol more than balf a million square miles extending
from the Atlantic eoast to the Indian Qcean, and including
15 siates. It is also inhabited by more than a hundred
wyillion people. Tsrael, on \he other hand, is hardly 7900
sipuare milcs ponulated by less than three million people.
These figures make our comparisun ridiculons. Econo-
mically, the Arab World with ilz il resources, commu-
mieatinne importance and large markets also eclipses
Terael. On the basis of such considerations, one eXpects
an independent journal to give the Arab World a coverage
ten or twenty times as much as that of Isracl, at least.

But such considerations are not the whole thing for
the press, It had been Kingsley Marlin's opinion and the
ppinion of most other journalists thal the press should
give the people what the people wanted and what they
felt, and the people in Britain arc overwhelmingly pro-
lspacl. Mo one can tell precisely whal any nation fecls,
hut the polls carried out by the Daily Telegraph on this
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particular issue may serve as an indication. The Gallup
Poll  conducted in November 1969 showed that the
sympathies of the public in Britain were 34% with Isract
and 5% with the Arabs.! In the light of this, the Brilish
press comes out guite favourably towards the Arabs,
and courapesiss in its stand! The New Stafesinan receives
far more pro-Israeli  letters than anti-Israell, yet the
difference is only marginal according to our Fgures for
1957. The editor has probably heen  suppressing
more pro-Jsrael letters than pro-Arab. Bul no editor
should hope for thanks as may bhe seen from the two
following letters published in the same muember:

A, «THree letters from anti-Israelites, with only one
chorl sensible reply (from Mr, Winsten). Whal is your
journal thinking of? I see that Tribune is anti-Israel also.
Ts the Left Wing losing all touch with reality 7

B. « Alter vour support of the blitzkricg lor the
cxtension of 'vur horders' — as the Chiel Rabbi of
Encland’s Vaolksisracliten called the borders of Zionist:
occupied Palestine — vour paper should be renamed the
Jew Statesman, and take for its molte whatever is the
Hehrew equivalent of Sieg heill =

5till, the press is not an automatic reflection; it has
the duty of informing its public and olten leading it.
Kingsley Martin gives here the example of smoking. Most
adults smoke bul no paper writes in praise of smoking.
The relationship of the quality periodicals with the public
i= also restricted — nothing like the relationship of the
popular press. Each of the four periodicals surveved
above has o certain category of readership. The Eeono-
miss, for example, gives a wider and more definite cover-
age of the Arab World because il addresses itsclf to

(7} Deity Telograph, 1 Dec, 1963

I &

L

those involved in the field of international finance and
econpmy. The New Stafesiuin, oil the other hand, has a
jarger proporlion of Jewish readers. Some journalisls
admitted that they had to consider the strong Jewish
community in Great Britain when they wrole This
community numbers 430,000 peonle. There are alio in
Eritain about 210,000 Muslims and Arabs, but only a Ly
number of them ever read the NWew Statesmant.,

There can be no cut and dried erilerion for the kind
of editorial treatment ndequale for the Middle Bast. Butl
whilst: uther papers took note of the larger and more
syubstantial [ifteen Arab states and gave them, collectively,
a bigper space than Israel, the New Sraressian completely
ignored large chunks of the area and gave Isracl & space
farger than that given to the rest. Indeed, the paper
treats Tsracl as if she is more imporiant and eventful than
the whole of Asia, as will be seen from the next table
piving the papers editorial interest country by country
during 19701

TABLE IL
No. of Articles.

United Stalse, 25
Israel 14
(Plus articles on her conflicl with the Arabs) B
France &
Vietnam 5
Each of Australia, India, [peland and Germany 4
Cach of China, South Africa, Cambodia.

Eavptl, Czechoslovakia and Nipgeria 3
Each of Rhodesia, Chile, Italy, Pakistan,

Hungary and Canada F

() Articlus g ool imelude the shotler comments a2 glven, for
gxample, in sLondon [HRrys.
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Each of the Soviet Union, Poland, Cuba, Brazil,
Trinidad, Austria, Algeria, Tunisia,
Yuposlavia, Greece and Sweden 1

Isracl, in the opinion of the editor; is fourteen (imes
as important as the whole of the Sovier Union. Only the
United States deserved larger space in his paper. This 13
a position which can only be accepted From a paper
catering for the lovers of Zion, according to the old
maxim «love is blinds, It is, otherwise, a dangerous piece
of misinformation and a [ailure to carry the message ol
ils [ounders, the message of internationalism and «scien
tifics socialism.

The partial information i which the New Sfaresman
involved itself during the 1967 crisis is manifested again
in depicting: the picture [rom the angle of Tel Aviv. A
further breakdown of the figures siven in Table 1
confronts us with the following position:

TABLE IIf
No o of Words,
Material on Aden ST
Tourism in Tunisia 2800
King Faizal 950
The Aralb Case, article by C. Maksoud LX)
Power struzple in Ezyvpt 1501
Marerial on the June war 3000
Other Arab topics 1440
Tatal material on the Arshs L7050
Priss in Tsracl a5
Public Health in Tsrael 15043
Materizl on the June War 11600

(HE:

Other lsraeli topics 6550

Total material vn Isracl 20600

There was four times as much material published
[rom the Tsracli side as there was from the Arab side. In
she latter case the total of 3024 represents a factual report
from Beirat by Michacl Faocher (26 May)},! an article
wiilten in London by John Hatch setting out the case for
Eevol in the mildest terms, and a report [rom Epypf b
Richard Kershaw, Mo war report came from the Arab
ide at all. In contrast, there were cight despatches sent
from Lsrael during the same period (26 May 1o 30 Tune).
i some issues the magazine carried two simultaneous
reports From Tsracl, vne by Gerda Cohen and the other
by Naomi Shepherd. Although evocative, these reports
were usually factual, rarely anti-Arab and  somnectimes
comsciaus of the Palestine case. MNaomi Shepherd's
comymenits were well-balanced and, at times, critical of
the Isracli Government.

Mo was 1067 an exceptional vear. In the next table,
o pattern of partiality in treatment emerges Over the five
years hetween 1967 and 1971

TABLE IV

O ihe Arafes the Farasl
No. of articles Na, of articles

15467 i 18
[268 s 10
1969 13 19
1870 f 14
1471 4 9

« afltor ns
(B} Whese later déspatches wete not necapinhle to the
they were nob swdiclently pymprthelic to the Izrasll sida,
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The slightly balanced Figures For 1969 are due to the
number of reperts sent from Kuwait, Jordan and Leha-
non by Mervm Jones who went Lo the ares to cover the
prevailing moods of the Arabs and the puerrilias on the
prace plans.

It is quite unlair to say that the New Statesman
suppressed the Arab case  altogether, Tt has  bheen
presented to the readers in a number of articles, of which
Maksoud's essay is a notable example, None of the other
perindicals examined in this survey carried any article by
an Arab writer on the conflict under discussion. The
correspondence columns are even fairer, all things con-
sidered, But a criticisa must be made here. Such material
was published weeks afier the crisis, when the battle for
the opinion of the public had been won and the crisis
resolved.

A serious omission should be sufficient o disqgualify
the New Statesman as o magazine lor the socialist reader,
Table TII pave & brief analysis of the material carried on
the vast Arabh World and its changing society. The
material included articles on the British position in
Aden, the touristic attraction of Tunisia, King Faisal’s
visit to London; the power struggle in Egypl, the Arab
case on Palestine, articles on the June War, the anniver-
sary of the Balfour Declaration, and the conditions of
the Paleatine refugees, The social conditions of the peaple
and particularly the sweeping readjustments introduced
into the production relationships, the agrarian reforms,
the distribution of the land, the workers' participalion in
management and profits, the massive nationalisation,
etc., were all subjects hardly ever treated or -even
reported by the New Sialtesman Althongh Mr, Crossman
hailed the improvements brought about by the new order
of Nasser, the socialistic (or, az often called, non-capital-
ist) programme followed in what are known as the
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revolutionary Arab states remained in the dark for the
New Stateswan teader. The only thing which kept
reappearing in print was the dictatorship, anti-Semitism,
medinevalism and corruption of the Arab Werld. In the
rmidst of this, Israel remained the only oasis ol hope and
PLOETEess.

This writer is a disillusioned Arab socialist and has
a0 reason to be complacent about anvthing in the Middle
East. ITis feud with the present government of his own
country left him stateless. Yet, he could not help but feel
impressed hy the social changes brought about by these
regimes even within the span of four or five years. The
image of the present Arah World as portrayed bar
periodicals like the New Sratesman is derived from such
data as given by the adversaries of the Arabs al best, and
by embittered Arabs at worst. The latter group included
those who lost their wealth, lands or jobs, those who
missed the luxurics of the old days and the influence
with which they could humiliate and bully anvbody, and
lastly, all those who accustomed themselves to a lazy life
irn which the Sahib took charge of evervthing.

These are the people, articulate with their American
collese's English and the salon’s Freach, who mix with
the representative of the Western press and sigh in his
par Paul Johnson's words, «Oh lor the good old days of
Muri Said!=

The Arab World is not the anly part of the world in
which such changes are made by dictatorial means and
often with blondshed. Nor is it immune from the growth
of the new ¢lass of burcaucrats and officers. Like any
sociely venturing on a new form of production relation-
ships, the Arab society musl have its share of disappoint-
ments, Failures, mistakes, abuses and so on. Socialists are
the first people to understand that. Also, like all other
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povernments, Arab governments give more words than
works. But words have their own magic and there has
been many a battle fought over a word. For the first time
in their long history, the people of the Middle East are
told that the land they till and populate belongs to
them and not to God, King or lord. They are the masters
and their rulers are the servants. Once such nolions are
instilled and consolidated in the bosoms of the toilers,
history must be changed to accommodate them. Hence
the recent complaints about the simpudence of the mobss.
Nasser's words, ridiculed as a cliche, «For dignity and
hanours could not fail to agitate the mind.

Where is this digression taking us? The Arab World,
and not Isracl, is the key to Afro-Asia. It was there that
the anti-imperialist movement was pioneered before the
whole of the colonial world took on the flame. Tt was in
Egvpt that radical change, mass nationalisation and land
expropriation and redistribution were first introduced by
Nasser in an all embracing socialistic programme. The
programme was soon learnt by the developing world as
‘Masserism.’ From Egvpt, the banner of social revolution
spread 1o the rest of the Middle Fast, North Africa and
other parts of Afro-Asia. It was in Egypt, Algeria, Syria
ardd Irag that the developing world learnt that twisting
the tail of the imperialist lion is not a bad experience,
that socialism is not a dicty word, that cooperation with
the Soviet Union is not the end of the world, that
recognition of China and East Germany is only common-
SErNse.

This leading position of the Arab World is dictated
by such factors as its proximity to Europe, ils expansion
deep into Africa and Asia, its relative development, its
history and tradition, its being the centre and cradle of
Islam and its composition of different ethnic groupings.

Israel iz out of place in this world. Not only its
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religion and white European enlity kecps il out, but also
its peculiar position and development, its unigue depen-
dence on a richer and stronger diaspora in evervthing
she does. Things Jewish, Sigmund Freud noted, ave
things which remain among the Jews, The experiences ol
Israel are, therefore, irrelevant to the peoples ol Afra-
Asia, or to any people for that matter. Il is a Fionist
thesis that the Jews are a special people and Israel a
unique state. Hence the disappointment of those under-
developed countries which tried to learn from the
experiences of Tsracl. The attempt o introduce the
Kibbutz movement into Africa, for example, proved to
be a complete fiasco, Such guestions which rock Israel
from Hme to time as, who is a Jew, and whether a Jew
horn of a gentile mother may or may not be buried in 3
Jewish cemetery, do not interest anybody in Lagos or
Kabul. But the «MNos which an Egyptian girl saye to an
arranped martiage thunders throughout the Third World.

The precccupation with Israel's achievements at the
expense of what went on in the Arab World is therefore 2
disservice to the reader who is interested in the fate of
the colonial peaples and the developing world at large. It
is also a slor on the moral integrity and consistency of
the paper. The partisan spirit which it had revealed on
hehalf of the Zionist cause during and after World War
11, though at odds with the anticolenialist policy
the paper professed to follow, is explicable. That
spirit was inspired, not only by the plight of the
Jews but alse by such notions as that Israel
was going Lo regenerate the Middle East, take the
Palestinian Arabs along with the Jews in the evolution of
a new society, and bring peace to the area, There are
some aspects of the Arab-lsraeli conflict which are
debatable, but certain developments must be conceded
as facts, even at the New Statesman's offices. The exis-
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lence of Isracl has caused the ruin and not the repEnera-
tion ¢l the Middle East. The Israelis did not take the
Arabs with them but kept them in their separate com.
partment. There has been continuous fighting and not
peace around the Jewish state. Al this might he answered
by saving that the Arabs are responsible for the sad slory.
This we can only accept if we believe that the Arabs have
heen the masters of the situation in Palesting, the makers
of history and the authors of cvents, The New Statesman
Feught hard for the United Nations: Israel is rejecting its
decisions. The New Statesman doggedly  opposed  the
vight of conquest and the fruit reaped from military vic-
tories; Tsrael has annexced one plot of land after another
since 1948 and s insisting on further prizes from her
1867 victory. The New Sratesman was moved to a pitched
hostility against a Labour Government on account of
100,000 Jewish refupees, There arc now a million Arab
refugees living under worse conditions without a futurs
and without even a past. That the New Sraressan should
be insensitive 1o these facts is something which must put
its moral claims into question and disqualify it from any
authoritative judgement un the Middle East.

« New Stalesmanship » was inaugurated as a new,
fogical and rational policy for imperial Britain, Part of it
was 1o shed the old imperialist links and replace them
by something less sentimental, vainglorious and costly.
This has been achieved, and Britain’s relations with the
outside world are now based purely on  cash, all in
accordance with the prophecies of the London School of
Economics. The fate of the colonial world has not been
part of the «New Statesmanships bargain. This is part of
the labyrinth in which the New Stotesman finds itself
now, What is it that it can tell the developing nations
relevant to their destinies? Indeed, what is it that it can
now tell the developed nation of Britain?
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e author ol this book, Khalid Kishtainy, is
an Iragr who bas lived and worked in London for
many  years, He ig welleguipped Lo write on Lhe
New Sfatesmion and the Middle East hoth by his
lepal training and by his participation in many post-
war cvents of the British labour movement. { His
survey ol the Mew Srarespiain and its relationshin
with the Middle East { in particular with the Arab-
Fsrachi conflict ) gives a uselul ¢ase study of the
laboeir “establishment” of Western Europe and of
its dealing with a basically colonial issue ). Mr.
Kishrainy has wrillen other books among which
ares Palesting in Pevspeciive; Verdicd in dAbsentia;
Whither Tsrael 7
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